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July 12, 2007

To: Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, Chairman
Supervisor Gloria Molina MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke
Supervisor Don Knabe
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

From: David E. Jansgén
Chief Executive Offi

RECYCLING AND PLASTIC BAG BOARD ORDER

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed this Office to work with the Director of Internal
Services and the Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental
protection and grocer organizations to: 1) investigate polyethylene plastic and paper
sack consumption in the County and possible adoption of a policy similar to that of
San Francisco, including unintended consequences of the ordinance; 2) inventory and
assess the impact of current recycling campaigns; and 3) report to your Board within
90 days on findings and recommendations to reduce grocery and retail sack waste.

An internal workgroup of the aforementioned departments, County Counsel,
Department of Public Health, the Sanitation Districts and representatives from your
offices was convened, and an aggressive work-plan was developed to undertake this
endeavor. We met with a number of vendors regarding their recycling products, and on
June 25, 2007, we held a Recycling Stakeholder meeting that included various recycling
affiliated groups such as environmentalists, vendors, business interests and consumers.
A list of the stakeholder and vendor meeting participants is attached for your
information. Please note the list of stakeholders does not include all invited participants,
as it only reflects those who were in attendance.

The workgroup is looking at a number of options on how to implement as well as some
outstanding issues, such as the County’s jurisdictional authority to ban plastic bags,
evaluation of the San Francisco ban on plastic bags, review of recycling legislation such
as Assembly Bill 2449, and preparation of a study documenting the impact of plastic
bags on the environment. The response and input from the various stakeholder groups,
as well as material that is available on this subject, has provided a great deal of
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information for the workgroup to synthesize. As a result, additional time is required so
we may adequately process the information that has been received thus far; we are
targeting August 21, 2007, to return to your Board with our findings and
recommendations.

Should you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please contact me
or your staff may contact Vincent Amerson of this Office at (213) 974-1168 or at
vamerson @ceo.lacounty.qgov.

DEJ:LN:MKZ
MLM:VLA:ib

Attachment

c: All Department Heads
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ATTACHMENT

RECYCLING / PLASTIC BAGS

STAKEHOLDER MEETING
AGENCY/AFFILIATION PARTICIPANTS
Consumer
Parent Teachers Association Diana Dixon-Davis

Recycling Vendors

Laurie Hansen

Lisa Foster

Progressive Bag Alliance

1 Bag at a Time
Ek & Ek, A Lobbyist and Public Advocacy Firm

Victor Franco, Jr and Sergio Preciado
Samantha Martinez

Rose & Kindel/Plastics Association

James Alamillo

Environmentalists
Heal the Bay

Marcus Eriksen

Algalita Marine Research Foundation

Business Interests

Jennifer Forkish

California Grocers Association
California Restaurant Association

Andrew Casana

Mike Mullin

City of Los Angeles
The Mayor's Office

Neil M. Guglielmo

Public Works/Sanitation Department

Board of Supervisors
2nd District

Karly Katona

County Departments

Martin Zimmerman

Chief Executive Office

Loreto Maldonado

Chief Executive Office
Chief Executive Office Vincent Amerson
Internal Services Department Angie Mazzie
Public Works Department Fred Rubin
Public Works Department Paul Alva
Public Works Department Coby Skye
Carl Pederson

Public Works Department

VENDOR MEETING

PARTICIPANTS

AGENCY/AFFILIATION

Harbin Innovative Products Trent Harbin

Harbin Innovative Products Wayne Harbin

Harbin Innovative Products Andrea Harbin

Harbin Innovative Products Larry Jolly
Crown Poly Albert Simhaee
Crown Poly Doug Nuttall
Crown Poly Catherine Browne

DePoly Degradable Solutions Roger MclLelland

Kenny Griffith

Leon Farahnik

DePoly Degradable Solutions
Hilex, an HPC Company

Pete Grande

Command Packaging

Steve Joseph

Stripes2Stripes

recycling and plastic bag brd order_stakeholder contacts
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To: Superv!sor Zev Yaros!avsky, Chairman MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor Gloria Molina Fifth District
Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke
Supervisor Don Knabe
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

From:  Wiliam T Fujioka u\@__ T%ﬁ/‘*
Chief Executive Officer

RECYCLING/PLASTIC BAG AND POLYSTYRENE FOOD PACKAGING CONTAINERS
BOARD ORDERS

Plastic Bags

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed this Office to work with the Director of Internal Services
and the Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental protection and
grocer organizations to: 1) investigate polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption in the
County and possible adoption of a policy similar to that of San Francisco, including unintended
consequences of the ordinance; 2) inventory and assess the impact of current recycling
campaigns; and 3) report to your Board within 90 days on findings and recommendations to
reduce grocery and retail sack waste.

On July 12, 2007, our Office provided your Board with a status memorandum advising that the
internal workgroup (consisting of Public Works, Internal Services, Public Health, County
Counsel, the Sanitation Districts, representatives from each your offices, and our Office) was
reviewing a number of issues and options. At that time, we noted that the responses and input
from the various stakeholder groups, as well as material gathered through research, required
additional time for the workgroup to synthesize, and we targeted August 21, 2007 to return to
your Board with our findings and recommendations.

Polystyrene

On May 22, 2007, your Board instructed the Director of Public Works, in consultation with the
Director of Internal Services and County Counsel, to investigate the impact of prohibiting the
purchase and use of expanded polystyrene (commonly known as Styrofoam™) food packaging
containers at all County facilities, County offices, County-managed concessions,
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County-permitted events, and County-sponsored events, and report back by August 21, 2007.
Your Board requested that the report include a recommendation of the earliest practical date of
such a prohibition.

Due to the similarity of the public policy issues, the workgroup investigating plastic and paper
sack consumption in the County also assumed the responsibility of investigating the prohibition
of expanded polystyrene food packaging containers. The workgroup has contacted a number of
jurisdictions that banned expanded polystyrene food packaging containers in order to gather
information on their ban, including procurement issues and legal restrictions. In addition, we are
currently developing a database of vendors capable of providing alternative products for
procurement officials to utilize. We will be meeting with departmental representatives in August
to discuss our initial findings and request their assistance in expediting the gathering and
submission of each department’s consumption figures and specifications for their food
packaging needs. Concurrently, a number of meetings with vendors, businesses,
environmental organizations, and recycling facility operators are underway.

Time Extensions

With regard to investigating polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption in the County, the
workgroup will need more time than previously requested in our status memorandum to finalize
our findings and recommendations. Specifically, we require additional time to provide for
adequate review and comment of our draft letter to your Board by the workgroup. For this
reason, we are now targeting September 4, 2007 to return to your Board.

With regard to investigating the impact of prohibiting the purchase and use of expanded
polystyrene, the workgroup will also need additional time to complete its efforts. A 60-day
extension is necessary to complete the investigation; therefore, we are targeting
October 30, 2007 to return to your Board with our findings and recommendations on this topic.

Should you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please contact me, or your staff
may contact Vincent Amerson of this Office at (213) 974-1168 or vamerson @ceo.lacounty.gov.

WTF:LN:MKZ:
MLM:VLA:pg

c: County Counsel
Director of Internal Services
Director of Public Health
Director of Public Works
Chief Engineer & General Manager, County Sanitation Districts
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To: Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, Chairman g’:g”é\lihg ANTONOVICH
Supervisor Gloria Molina
Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke

or Don Knabe

or.Mijchael D. Antonovich
illiam T Fujioka "~ #

Chief Executive Officer

From:

RECYCLING/PLASTIC BAG AND FOOD PACKAGING CONTAINERS - SECOND
STATUS REPORT

Plastic Bags

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed this Office to work with the Director of Internal
Services and the Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental
and grocer organizations to: 1) investigate polyethylene plastic and paper sack
consumption in the County and possible adoption of a policy similar to that of
San Francisco; 2) inventory and assess the impact of current recycling campaigns; and
3) report to your Board on findings and recommendations to reduce grocery and retail
sack waste.

In August 2007, the County workgroup, consisting of Public Works, Internal Services,
Public Health, County Counsel, the Sanitation Districts, representatives from each of
your offices, and our Office completed a report which found that the increased use of
reusable bags would be environmentally beneficial and reduce plastic bag litter. The
report included alternatives to increase the use of reusable bags while reducing the
impact of plastic grocery bags, including a plastic bag ban and disposal reduction goals.

In order to incorporate additional feedback and move towards consensus, the
workgroup is meeting with the Progressive Bag Alliance, the California Grocers
Association, Heal the Bay, the City of Los Angeles, and other key stakeholders. To
date, industry has committed to develop the following areas:
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e Training of personnel to promote reusable bags as an alternative to plastic and
paper bags;

» Public education and outreach to consumers to encourage the use of reusable bags;

e Viable options for supermarkets to reduce plastic bag consumption such as a
voluntary point of purchase fee; and

» A reporting mechanism to measure the effectiveness of plastic bag reduction.

We are targeting a report with recommendations from the workgroup by
November 2007.

Expanded Polystyrene Food Packaging Products

On May 22, 2007, your Board instructed the Director of Public Works, in consultation
with the Director of Internal Services and County Counsel, to investigate the impact of
prohibiting the purchase and use of expanded polystyrene (commonly known as
Styrofoam™) food packaging containers at all County facilities, County offices,
County-managed concessions, County-permitted events, and County-sponsored
events. Due to the similarity of the public policy issues, the above workgroup
investigating plastic and paper sack consumption also assumed responsibility of
investigating the prohibition of expanded polystyrene food packaging containers.

Phase | -- Banning Expanded Polystyrene Food Packaging Products at County
Facilities

We are in the process of:

1. Soliciting feedback from the California Grocers Association, Heal the Bay, the City
of Los Angeles, and other key stakeholders;

2. Obtaining consumption figures and specifications for food packaging needs from
Departments; and

3. Preparing a report, including recommendations and an implementation schedule.
Recommendations will consider:
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e Implementing a reuse and durable goods program in the County to the extent
practical,

e Directing County departments to utilize biodegradable and other alternatives,
where possible; and

e Developing a waiver system in instances where public safety is a concern or
plausible alternatives are not available to meet specific Departmental needs.

We anticipate the report will be submitted to your Board for consideration in
November 2007.

Phase Il -- Applying the Above Ban to All Retail Establishments in the County
Unincorporated Areas

The workgroup is currently meeting with key industry stakeholders to solicit their
feedback. It is anticipated that implementation of Phase | will yield results that will help
provide effective recommendations for Phase Il

If you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please contact me, or your staff
may contact Burt Kumagawa of this Office at (213) 893-9742 or via e-mail at
bkumagawa@ceo.lacounty.gov

WTF:LS
DSP:BK:os

c: Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel
Director of Internal Services
Director and Health Officer of Public Health
Director of Public Works

Recycling-Plastic Bag & Food Packaging Containers_2nd Status Rprt_Ea Supv.doc
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Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich

From: William T Fujioka
Chief Executive Officer \

- PLASTIC BAG AND POLYSTYRENE FOOD PACKAGING CONTAINERS BOARD
MOTIONS - THIRD STATUS REPORT

Plastic Bags

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed this Office to work with the Director of Internal
Services and the Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental
and grocer organizations to: 1) investigate polyethylene plastic and paper sack
consumption in the County and possible adoption of a policy similar to that of
San Francisco; 2) inventory and assess the impact of current paper and plastic bag
recycling campaigns; and 3) report to your Board on findings and recommendations to
reduce grocery and retail sack waste.

We provided an initial report on our progress in addressing the Board order on
August 7, 2007. Later that month, the County working group completed a report that
found that increased use of reusable bags would be environmentally beneficial and
reduce plastic bag litter. This report included alternatives to increase the use of
reusable bags while reducing the impact of plastic grocery bags, including a plastic bag
ban and disposal reduction goals.

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service”
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My Office provided a subsequent progress report to your Board on October 5, 2007,
indicating that an additional stakeholder meeting would be conducted to solicit feedback
on alternatives, discuss a draft calculation methodology to quantify base year and
performance period data, and facilitate progress toward consensus; this meeting was
held on October 23, 2007. The preferred alternative discussed at this meeting included
establishing industry benchmarks to reduce consumption and increase at-store
recycling of plastic bags. Environmental group representatives expressed support for
imposing a plastic bag ban automatically if these benchmarks are not met. Industry
representatives were receptive to benchmarks provided that they are not solely
accountable for meeting them since success depends, in part, on consumer
participation. As a result, industry representatives recommended that a “good faith
effort” provision be included in any alternative developed. Recognizing the gap
between the positions of environmental groups and industry, we continued to work
toward developing a consensus position.

On November 29, 2007, a stakeholder meeting was conducted to solicit comments on a
new alternative that includes direction to staff to prepare a ban ordinance, including
environmental documentation, for Board consideration if benchmarks are not met. This
alternative also provides for extending benchmark deadlines for a year should industry
achieve actual reduction rates that are within five percentage points of goals, while also
demonstrating “good faith efforts” in implementing programs. Environmental group
representatives remain concerned with identifying agreed upon required program
elements by which industry would demonstrate “good faith efforts”, and developing an
effective calculation methodology for measuring baseline consumption and subsequent
achievement of reductions. Industry representatives expressed concern that
- benchmark percentages are high, even with the 5 percent “margin” for “good faith
efforts”, and strongly favor greater flexibility in determining store-specific programs to be
implemented to promote use of reusable bags, reduce consumption of single-use bags,
and promote recycling of plastic bags.

In order to provide additional time to fully develop ideas, interested parties were
requested to submit written responses to County staff by December 5, 2007. Upon
review and analysis of comments by the County working group, the CEO and Public
Works are targeting preparation of a Board letter, including a recommended action for
Board approval, on January 22, 2008.
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Expanded Polystyrene Food Packaging Containers

On May 22, 2007, your Board instructed: 1) the Director of Public Works, in consultation
with the Director of Internal Services and County Counsel, to investigate the impact of
prohibiting the purchase and use of expanded polystyrene (commonly known as
Styrofoam™) food packaging containers at all County facilities, County offices,
County-managed concessions, County-permitted events, and County-sponsored
events; 2)the Director of Public Works, in consultation with County Counsel, to
investigate the feasibility of prohibiting the use of expended polystyrene food containers
at all food service establishments and retail stores in the County unincorporated areas,
including recommended changes to the County Code; and 3) the Director of Public
Works to enhance the educational and public outreach campaigns to encourage
Los Angeles County residents, public agencies, school districts and cities to utilize
environmentally-friendly alternatives to polystyrene.

Banning Expanded Polystyrene Food Packaging Products at County Facilities

We are completing a report on the feasibility of banning polystyrene at County
operations.  Specific recommendations will include developing an implementation
schedule, identifying circumstances warranting a waiver or special handling, and
providing information to County departments on environmentally-friendly alternatives.
Upon completion, we will forward this report to key stakeholders for review. We
anticipate preparation of a Board letter, including a recommended action for Board
approval, by March 2008.

Applying the Above Ban to All Retail Establishments in County Unincorporated Areas

We continue to meet with key stakeholders to solicit their feedback. It is anticipated that
implementation of a ban at County facilities will yield results that will help provide
effective recommendations on how to approach expansion of the ban, if applicable, to
County unincorporated areas.

Public Education and Outreach Campaign

The County working group continues to explore opportunities to enhance public
education and outreach on alternatives to polystyrene. The goal is to develop
expanded outreach efforts applicable to, and in conjunction with, a prospective ban at
County facilities and at retail establishments in the County unincorporated areas
respectively.
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If you have any questions regarding this memorandum, please contact me, or your staff
may contact Burt Kumagawa of this Office at (213) 893-9742 or via e-mail at
bkumagawa@ceo.lacounty.gov.

WTF.LS
DSP:BK:ib

c: Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel
Director of Internal Services
Director and Health Officer of Public Health
Director of Public Works
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January 22, 2008

The Honorable Board of Supervisors

First District

YVONNE B. BURKE
Second District

ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
Third District

DON KNABE
Fourth District

County of Los Angeles Fifth District
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

RECYCLING AND PLASTIC BAGS
(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS)
(3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1.

Adopt the “County of Los Angeles’ Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program,” as
detailed in Alternative 5, which provides the framework for implementing voluntary single
use bag reduction and recycling by the County, and large supermarkets and retail stores.
This Program includes specific goals for the reduction of carryout plastic bags and
preparation of an ordinance to ban such plastic bags in County unincorporated areas if
reduction goals are not met by prescribed deadlines.

Instruct the Chief Executive Officer, in partnership with the Directors of Public Works,
Internal Services, Public Health, and the Sanitation Districts, and key stakeholders,
including large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry, environmental
organizations, and recyclers, to implement the voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program by July 1, 2008 that: promotes reusable bags, reduces the use of
disposable plastic bags, increases at-store recycling of plastic bags, increases
post-consumer recycled content of paper bags, and promotes public awareness of litter
impacts and consumer responsibility.

Instruct County Counsel, in consultation with the Chief Executive Office, Public Works,
Internal Services, Public Health, and the Sanitation Districts, to complete by April 1, 2009, a
draft ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores upon
completion of any necessary environmental review in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Receive and file the report entitled, “An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County’”.

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service”

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH







Honorable Board of Supervisors
January 22, 2008
Page 2

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed the Chief Executive Office (CEO) to work with the Directors
of Internal Services and Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental protection and
grocer organizations to: 1) investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to that of San Francisco;
including the impact and unintended consequences an ordinance would have on recycling efforts in
Los Angeles County; 2) inventory and assess the impact of current campaigns that urge recycling of
paper and plastic sacks; and 3) report to your Board on findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste.

A County Recycling Workgroup (Workgroup) including representatives of all Board offices, the
CEO, the Departments of Public Works, Internal Services, and Public Health, and the County
Sanitation Districts reviewed a number of issues and options. A Recycling Stakeholder Meeting was
held on June 25, 2007 to solicit input from business interests, consumers, environmentalists, and
recycling vendors. In August 2007, the Workgroup completed an interim report entitled, “An
Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County” (Attachment 1) which addressed the key
elements of the Board motion including the: 1) manufacture, distribution, and use of plastic carryout
bags in Los Angeles County; 2) fiscal, environmental, and public health impacts created by the
consumption of plastic bags; and 3) alternatives to plastic bag consumption.

Polyethylene Plastic and Paper Sack Consumption in Los Angeles County

Each year, 6 billion plastic bags are consumed in Los Angeles County, the equivalent of 600 bags
per person per year. Annually, approximately 45,000 tons of plastic carryout bags are disposed by
residents Countywide with less than 5 percent of all plastic carryout bags being recycled.
Comparatively, approximately 117,000 tons of paper carryout bags are disposed by residents
Countywide with approximately 21 percent of all paper bags being recycled. The weight of paper
results in a higher disposal tonnage when compared to plastic carryout bags.

Despite the greater disposal tonnage of paper as compared to plastic carryout bags, the initial
efforts of the Workgroup focused on plastic bags since they create a serious litter blight problem
within the County. Empty plastic bags are often windblown and pollute surrounding waterways,
business districts, and neighborhoods. Plastic bags entangle in brush and trees, litter beaches, and
cling to fencing along County streets. Plastic carryout bags are particularly problematic for wildlife,
especially marine and other aquatic life, that mistake the bags for food, such as jelly fish, and ingest
the plastic material or are suffocated by the bags.

To tackle the litter problem, including plastic carryout bag litter, public agencies in Los Angeles
County collectively spend tens of millions of dollars per year on litter prevention, cleanup, and
enforcement activities. The cost to local governments is expected to dramatically rise over the next
few years as agencies strive to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act. For example, the County
Flood Control District spends $18 million a year on street sweeping, catch basin cleanout, cleanup
programs and litter prevention, and educational efforts, in part attributable to plastic carryout bag
litter.
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Plastic carryout bags were addressed at the State level with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 2449
(Levine). Effective July 1, 2007, AB 2449 requires all supermarkets with gross annual sales of
$2 million or more and all retail stores over 10,000 square feet in size with a licensed pharmacy to
make at-store containers available for collection and recycling of plastic carryout bags, as well as
provide reusable bags for purchase. Affected supermarkets and retail stores must maintain
specified records, including the number of plastic carryout bags shipped to the store and the weight
of all plastic carryout bags recycled, and submit this information to the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on an annual basis. Although the primary objective of AB 2449 is to provide
. consumers a convenient place to recycle their plastic carryout bags (currently less than 5 percent of
plastic bags are recycled), the legislation does not include consumption reduction or recycling
benchmarks. In addition, AB 2449 prohibits any public agency, including local governments, from
imposing a point-of-purchase fee for plastic carryout bags or adopting additional requirements that
may “interfere” with AB 2449 (such as additional reporting requirements or recycling mandates).

San Francisco Ordinance Banning Distribution of Non-Biodegradable Plastic Bags

On March 22, 2007, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic bags. Effective November 20, 2007, all San Francisco
supermarket stores that generate $2 million or more in annual gross sales, can only provide their
customers the following three choices:

e Compostable plastic carryout bags;
» Paper bags made of at least 40 percent post-consumer waste; or
* Reusable bags

Initial findings indicate that most supermarkets in San Francisco have found it easiest to comply by
offering paper bags, while also offering reusable bags for sale as required by AB 2449. It should be
noted that Los Angeles County’s recycling infrastructure is different than San Francisco’s, in that no
commercial composting facility exists in Los Angeles County to process biodegradable, compostable
plastic carryout bags. The nearest composting facilities are located in Kern County and
San Bernardino County. Since transporting biodegradable plastic bags to distant commercial
composting facilities involves higher service costs and contributes to traffic congestion and air
pollution, it is not a desirable alternative.

In addition, biodegradable carryout bags must be collected separately from other bags in orderto be
effectively composted and prevent contamination of the recycling stream. F urthermore, the use of
biodegradable carryout bags would not eliminate the litter problem nor protect marine wildlife since
they have the same general characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight and persistent in the
marine environment).

In a related manner, the City of Oakland recently passed a plastic bag ban similar to the ordinance
adopted by San Francisco. However, on August 3, 2007, the Coalition to Support Plastic Bag
Recycling filed a petition for writ of mandate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
in Alameda Superior Court. The Coalition alleges that Oakland failed to analyze the ordinance's
potential environmental impact as required by CEQA. This lawsuit is pending.
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Current Paper and Plastic Recycling Campaigns

A survey of the 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County revealed that 25 cities currently allow their
residents to recycle their plastic carryout bags at curbside. These bags are taken to a recycling or
materials recovery facility where they are sent for disposal, or in some cases sorted, baled, and sold
on the open market, mostly the foreign open market where the material is converted to plastic resin
for remanufacturing or incinerated for energy. Over 90 percent of the plastic carryout bags taken to
materials recovery facilities on a Countywide basis are not recycled but instead taken to landfills,
since:

*» Plastic carryout bags usually have a high contamination rate due to reuse as a household trash
bin liner or by coming into contact with other contaminants.

» Plastic carryout bags interfere with machinery and have a tendency to jam the screens used to
separate materials.

» ltis currently not cost efficient to recycle plastic carryout bags due to the lack of suitable
markets.

Further information on current paper and plastic recycling campaigns can be found in Attachment I,
“An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County”.

Findings and Recommendation

The Report determined that since plastic carryout bags distributed at large supermarkets and retail
stores contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, reducing the prevalence of these bags
should be a priority. The Report identified the following three alternatives for your Board’s
consideration:
Alternative 1

Ban plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores one year after the adoption of a
County ordinance.

Alternative 2
Ban plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores effective:

e July 1, 2010, if the plastic carryout bag disposal rate has not decreased by a minimum of
35 percent prior to that date;

* July 1, 2013, if the plastic carryout bag disposal rate has not decreased by a minimum of
70 percent prior to that date.
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Alternative 3

Status Quo with County monitoring of the State’s recently established at-store collection and
recycling program for plastic carryout bags, pursuant to AB 2449.

Based on extensive input from key industry and environmental stakeholders regarding the above
three alternatives, the Workgroup developed additional solution-oriented alternatives in an effort to
work towards consensus among stakeholders on this issue. Key stakeholders included the
California Grocers’ Association, the Progressive Bag Alliance, Crown Poly, the American Chemistry
Council, Heal the Bay, Californians Against Waste, One Bag At A Time, the City of Los Angeles,
Assembly Member Levine’s Office (author of AB 2449), and members of the public.

Several issues were discussed including creation of public education programs, development of
disposal reduction goals, and establishment of monitoring and enforcement requirements. One of
the major areas of concern and discussion among stakeholders focused on development of a
well-balanced approach. Environmental group representatives expressed support for Alternative 1
since they believed it would result in the greatest positive impact on the environment in the shortest
amount of time. Conversely, industry and grocer representatives supported Alternative 3 because
they oppose an outright ban and do not believe they should be held solely accountable for meeting
benchmarks, which are partially dependent on consumer behavior. Recognizing these divergent
viewpoints, the Workgroup collaborated with stakeholders to develop two additional alternatives:

Alternative 4

The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry, and
environmental organizations, will develop a voluntary single use bag reduction programto: promote
reusable bags, increase at-store recycling of plastic bags, promote public awareness of litter impacts
and consumer responsibility, and reduce the consumption of plastic and paper bags. If the goals of
this program are not achieved, the Board will reevaluate this issue.

Alternative 5

The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry,
environmental organizations, recyclers, and other key stakeholders, will implement a voluntary
“Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program” to: promote reusable bags, increase at-store
recycling of plastic bags, reduce consumption of single use bags, increase post-consumer recycled
content of paper bags, and promote public awareness of litter impacts and consumer responsibility.

Alternative 5 is the recommended action since it creates a framework similar to Alternative 4, but
triggers action to establish a ban (subject to adoption of an ordinance by your Board) on the use of
plastic bags at large supermarkets and retails stores if benchmarks - 35 percent by 2010 and
70 percent by 2013 - are not achieved. In addition, Alternate 5 provides for consideration of “good
faith” efforts by stakeholders to achieve the benchmarks, along with additional measures of success
such as participation levels, successful implementation of store-specific programs, and reduction of
litter. Specifically, the Workgroup may recommend to your Board a one-year extension to meet the
benchmarks, provided that the achieved reduction is within five percentage points of benchmark
goals and all components of the framework are developed and implemented.
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The Workgroup recommendation of Alternative 5 is based on extensive evaluation of the issues and
in-depth discussions with key stakeholders. This Alternative:

* Provides for shared responsibility among stakeholders (including the County and the public) for
significantly reducing the plastic carryout bag litter problem;

* Affords large supermarkets and retail stores the opportunity to voluntarily implement
store-specific programs to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags and increase
at-store recycling;

* Incorporates training and public education aspects to successfully bring about behavioral
change;

» Establishes a recourse should these voluntary efforts not achieve the established benchmarks;

* Advances the County’s regional leadership role in accelerating widespread use of reusable
bags; and,

* Allows the County to provide a model program that may be replicated by cities in the County,
thereby creating a broad-based regional effort to effectively reduce plastic bag litter.

A copy of each alternative is included in Attachment il, as well as a table comparing each
alternative.

Immediately banning plastic carryout bags appears on the surface to be the most effective action,
however, because County Counsel has advised that the County’s jurisdictional authority to
implement such a ban is limited to the unincorporated County areas, such a measure would require
broad-based support and participation from other cities to be effective. San Francisco was able to
successfully implement the plastic bag ban due to the fact that the territory for the city and county of
San Francisco are one and the same. This is not true for the County. Since the unincorporated
areas comprise numerous communities, many of which are not contiguous, and only represent
approximately 10 percent of the County’s population, imposition of an immediate ban would result in
a patchwork of regulations that may confuse the public and limit its effectiveness.

Contingent upon successful implementation, the Workgroup may subsequently recommend that
your Board expand these efforts to include other supermarkets and retail stores.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs that we provide Fiscal Responsibility (Goal 4), Children and
Families’ Well-Being (Goal 5), and Community Services (Goal 6). Increasing the use of reusable
bags effectively reduces plastic carryout bag consumption, thus reducing litter and its environmental
impacts in a cost-effective manner while promoting sustainability. Adopting Alternative 5 establishes
a framework whereby the County would collaboratively work with key stakeholders and cities to
accelerate the use of reusable bags and bring about changes in consumer behavior.
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FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The extent of the fiscal impact is unknown at this time. The Workgroup will be collaborating closely
with stakeholders in implementing Alternative 5, which would require moderate staff resources.
Additional resources may be required to augment these activities in the future. Public Works staff
will pursue grants and investigate other funding mechanisms, as available, to complete the
recommended actions.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

None of the recommended actions shall be interpreted or applied as to create any requirement,
power, or duty in conflict with any Federal or State law.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

Prior to adoption of any action that constitutes a project under CEQA, any necessary environmental
review will be completed in compliance with CEQA.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

The recommended actions will decrease the prevalence of plastic carryout bag litter and blight, the
increase in usage of reusable bags, as well as enhanced public education and awareness of
recycling efforts in the County.

CONCLUSION

Plastic carryout bag litter has a significant environmental and ecological impact on Los Angeles
County. Since plastic carryout bags distributed at large supermarkets and other retail stores
contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, we recommend reducing the prevalence of these
bags through adoption of Alternative 5. Alternative 5 provides a framework to successfully reduce
the impact of single-use carryout bags by creating benchmarks for compliance. Based on the
results of this program, the Workgroup will subsequently investigate measures to reduce
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags by other retail establishments throughout the
County.

Respectfully submitted,
WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Officer

WTF.LS
DSP:BK:os

Attachments (2)
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Preface

Report Mandate

On April 10, 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors instructed the
Chief Executive Officer to work with the Director of Internal Services and the
Director of Public Works to solicit input from environmental protection and grocer
organizations to:

o Investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to
that of San Francisco;

o Inventory and assess the impact of the current campaigns that urge
recycling of paper and plastic sacks:;

o Investigate the impact an ordinance similar to the one proposed in
San Francisco would have on recycling efforts in Los Angeles County, and
any unintended consequences of the ordinance; and,

o Report back to the Board with findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste within 90 days.

This report is in response to this Motion. Although the report to the Board of
Supervisors was due on July 9, 2007, a memorandum was sent to the Board of
Supervisors on July 12, 2007 requesting a 45-day extension to incorporate
feedback from interested stakeholders, consumers, industry, and environmental
representatives.

Solid Waste Management Responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles

Pursuant to the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly
Bill 939), the County of Los Angeles undertakes the following solid waste
management functions:

Unincorporated County Areas

o Implements source reduction and recycling programs in the unincorporated
County areas to comply with the State’s 50 percent waste reduction mandate.
In 2004, the County was successful in documenting a 53 percent waste
diversion rate for the unincorporated County areas.

o Operates seven Garbage Disposal Districts, providing solid waste collection,
recycling, and disposal services for over 300,000 residents.

o Implements and administers a franchise solid waste collection system which,
once fully implemented, will provide waste collection, recycling, and disposal
services to over 700,000 residents, and will fund franchise area outreach
programs to enhance recycling and waste reduction operations in
unincorporated County areas that formerly operated under an open market
system.




Countywide
o Implements a variety of innovative Countywide recycling programs, including:

SmartGardening to teach residents about backyard composting and water
wise gardening; Waste Tire Amnesty for convenient waste tire recycling; the
convenient Environmental Hotline and Environmental Resources Internet
Outreach Program; interactive Youth Education/Awareness Programs; and
the renowned Household Hazardous/Electronic Waste Management and
Used Qil Collection Programs.

o Prepares and administers the Countywide Siting Element, which is a planning
document which provides for the County’s long-term solid waste management
disposal needs.

o Administers the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Summary Plan
which describes how all 89 of the jurisdictions Countywide, acting
independently and collaboratively, are complying with the State’s waste
reduction mandate.

o Provides staff for the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Task
Force (Task Force). The Task Force is comprised of appointees from the
League of California Cities, the County Board of Supervisors, the City of Los
Angeles, solid waste industries, environmental groups, governmental
agencies, and the private sector. The County performs the following Task
Force functions:

o Reviews all major solid waste planning documents prepared by all 89
jurisdictions prior to their submittal to the California Integrated Waste
Management Board;

o Assists the Task Force in determining the levels of needs for solid
waste disposal, transfer and processing facilities; and,

o Facilitates the development of multi-jurisdictional marketing strategies
for diverted materials.

Report Organization

The Executive Summary provides an overview of the report; Chapter 1 contains
an introduction and description of the report’s methodology; Chapter 2 provides
the history and overview of plastic carryout bags; Chapter 3 discusses the litter
impacts from plastic carryout bags; Chapter 4 includes general ecosystem,
environmental and public health issues; Chapter 5 compares types and costs of
some reusable bags; Chapter 6 summarizes case studies on plastic carryout
bags in other countries and jurisdictions, including a discussion on San
Francisco’s Ordinance and California’s new at-store recycling program; Chapter
7 provides a summary of stakeholder comments; Chapter 8 contains the report’s
findings and options for the Board of Supervisors to consider.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Key Findings

o Plastic carryout bags have been found to significantly contribute to
litter and have other negative impacts on marine wildlife and the
environment.

o Biodegradable carryout bags are not a practical solution to this issue in
Los Angeles County because there are no local commercial composting
facilities able to process the biodegradable carryout bags at this time.

o Reusable bags contribute towards environmental sustainability over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

o Accelerating the widespread use of reusable bags will diminish plastic
bag litter and redirect environmental preservation efforts and resources
towards “greener” practices.

Background

Increasing Environmental Awareness and Recycling Efforts

In 2006, despite achieving a 50 percent Countywide recycling rate (one of the
highest in the nation), Los Angeles County still disposed over 12 million tons of
trash — this is equivalent to filling the Rose Bowl 34 times. Currently, about
20 percent (7,400 tons per day) of the County’s trash is exported for disposal to
other counties, including Riverside, Orange, and Ventura Counties. By 2020, this
figure could rise to 80 percent due to anticipated population/economic growth
and landfill closures, assuming no landfill expansions or alternatives to landfills
such as conversion technologies are developed. This means more trash being
transported over long distances to other counties, leading to higher trash rates
and added traffic congestion and air pollution.

To reduce the environmental impact of solid waste disposal, the County of
Los Angeles, in partnership with the 88 cities and the private sector, is
aggressively expanding and implementing new source reduction and recycling
programs. Such programs are geared towards raising environmental awareness:
promoting environmental stewardship; and, promoting sustainable uses of
resources.
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Figure 1 -- Typical Landfill Activity

Need to Reduce Plastic Baq Litter

Each year, approximately 6 billion plastic carryout bags are consumed in
Los Angeles County.! This is equivalent to 600 bags per person per year. If tied
together, these bags would form a string long enough to reach the moon and
back, five times.?

Most plastic carryout bags are disposed (less than 5 percent are recycled®) due
to lack of facilities needed to recycle plastic carryout bags. As a result,
approximately 45,000 tons of plastic carryout bags are disposed by residents
countywide each year, comprising approximately 0.4 percent of the 12 million
tons of solid waste disposed each year.*

' California Integrated Waste Management Board, Resolution, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting. Countywide figure is prorated.

2 http://sse.ipl.nasa.qov/planets/proﬁIe.cfm?Obiect=Moon, May 15, 2007. Assumes each bagis 1
foot wide and distance to moon is 238,855 miles.

* California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda Item 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

* California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figure is prorated.
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Although paper carryout bags have a higher recycling rate (21 percent
nationally®), approximately 117,000 tons of paper carryout bags are disposed by
residents countywide each year, comprising approximately 1 percent of the total
12 million tons of solid waste disposed each year.® This tonnage is higher than
the amount of plastic carryout bags disposed because each paper bag weighs
more than a comparable plastic carryout bag.

The indiscriminate littering of plastic carryout bags is an increasing blight
problem. Although plastic carryout bags are inexpensive and have other useful
qualities, they have a propensity to become litter, thus overshadowing these
benefits. Due to their expansive and lightweight characteristics, wind easily
carries these bags airborne like parachutes. They end up entangled in brush,
tossed around along freeways, and caught on fences. Because it is often white
or brightly colored and difficult to collect, plastic carryout bag litter is a greater
eyesore and nuisance than other littered materials. For this reason, there is an
increasing need to diminish the prevalence of plastic carryout bags to maintain a
clean and healthy environment, positively enhance the County’s recreational and
tourism economy, and improve the quality of life for ali residents countywide.

Figure 2 -- Seal Chewing on a Plastic Bag
(Courtesy of the Whale Rescue Team)

® US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.
® California Integrated Waste Management Board's 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figure is prorated.
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Public agencies collectively spend tens of millions of dollars annually on litter
prevention, cleanup, and enforcement activities. The litter coliected is composed
of constituents including plastic carryout bags. Additionally, the cost to local
governments in Los Angeles County is expected to dramatically rise over the
next few years in order to comply with Federal Clean Water Act. For example,
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control
District annually spend $18 million per year on, but not limited to, street
sweeping, catch basin cleanouts, cleanup programs, and litter prevention and
education efforts.

Communities within close proximity to landfills and other solid waste processing
faciliies are especially impacted as plastic carryout bags escape from trash
trucks while traveling or emptying their loads. Although trucks and facilities are
required to provide cover and fences, carryout bags manage to escape despite
Best Management Practices (BMPs) including using roving patrols to pickup
littered bags. Inevitably the cost for cleanup is passed on to residents in the form
of higher disposal costs. Despite the efforts of various cleanup activities and
thousands of residents who annually volunteer countless hours in beach,
roadside (e.g., Adopt-A-Highway programs), park, and neighborhood cleanups,
plastic carryout bag litter remains a significant problem.

Figure 3 -- Plastic Carryout Bags Ruin The Otherwise Scenic
Landscape Along Columbia Way In Paimdale
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Reusable Bags

Upon comprehensively evaluating the environmental, ecological, and litter
impacts of various types of carryout bags, it is conclusive that the widespread
use of reusable bags in lieu of plastic and paper carryout bags would be socially,
ecologically and economically beneficial. Facilitating the increased use of
reusable bags would conserve energy and natural resources, reduce the total
volume of waste disposed in landfills, diminish plastic bag litter, and invite
citizens to actively participate in practices that promote a clean and sustainable
environment.

Specifically, benefits of widespread use of reusable bags include the following:

o Fewer plastic carryout bags littering neighborhoods.

o Decreased likelihood of plastic bag litter negatively impacting the marine
environment (marine wildlife, such as sea turtles and whales, ingest littered
plastic carryout bags, which they mistake for food).

o Significant cost savings to taxpayers (e.g., less money spent on litter
prevention/cleanup/enforcement resulting from plastic bag litter).

o An environmental cycle motivated by less waste generated, fewer natural
resources consumed, reduced energy consumption, and less air and water
pollution from manufacturing, transportation, and recycling/disposal
processes.

o Grocers’ costs for purchasing plastic and paper carryout bags would no
longer be passed on to customers.

o Consistent with the intent of Assembly Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statutes) “to
encourage the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to
reduce the consumption of single-use bags.”

o Assists in the development of the emerging “green economy” by spurring the
reusable bag industry.

As environmental awareness gains momentum, the timing is optimal for instilling
the importance of sustainable practices. One of the most pressing needs now,
as landfill capacity become scarce, is to maximize our waste reduction and reuse
efforts.

! Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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Biodegradable Carryout Bags

Biodegradable carryout bag usage in Los Angeles County is not practical at this
time, due to the lack of commercial composting facilities needed to process the
biodegradable carryout bags. The nearest facilities are located in Kern and San
Bernardino Counties.® Since transporting biodegradable carryout bags to distant
commercial composting facilities involves higher services rates, increased traffic
congestion and adds to air pollution, it is less ideal in comparison to other
alternatives that involve local operations.

Additionally, the use of biodegradable carryout bags would not alleviate the litter
problem or potential harm to marine wildlife since they have the same general
characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight, persistent in the marine
environment, etc.). Furthermore, the presence of biodegradable carryout bags in
the recycling stream could potentially jeopardize plastic recycling programs
through contamination, and reduce the quality of plastic resins.  This
contamination could ultimately result in batches of recyclable plastic materials or
biodegradable carryout bags being landfilled.

® California Integrated Waste Management Board's Solid Waste Information System (SWIS),
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search .asp
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State Law and Other Relevant Issues

The majority of plastic carryout bags consumed in the County are distributed at
supermarket checkout stands. Because supermarket bags are lighter and
thinner than bags used at other retail stores, they have a higher propensity to
become litter. To address this and other issues, California adopted Assembly
Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statues) in 2006, whose goal was to “encourage the use
of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of
single-use carryout bags.”

AB 2449, which became effective July 1, 2007, requires all large supermarkets
and retail stores to make available at-store containers for the collection and
recycling of plastic carryout bags, and reusable bags for purchase. Although this
requirement may increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (currently at
less than 5 percent), no recycling rate benchmarks were established. Moreover,
AB 2449 also included a clause which prohibits local governments from imposing
a fee on plastic carryout bags or otherwise “interfering” with the at-store plastic
bag recycling program.

Since a fee cannot be imposed on plastic carryout bags, another option for local
governments to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags is to implement
a ban. The implementation of such a ban, in conjunction with supplementary
measures not pre-empted by AB 2449, are described below.

Alternatives for the Board of Supervisors to Consider

Since plastic carryout bags distributed at supermarkets and other large retail
outlets contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, the County plastic bag
working group recommends reducing the prevalence of these bags as a first
priority. The working group seeks to subsequently investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags at the remaining retail
establishments throughout the County.

Based on the above factors, the following alternatives are presented to the Board
for consideration. Supplementary measures are also provided below to further
strengthen the main alternatives.

o ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets
and Retail Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group
(consisting of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Internal Services
Department, Public Works, and other County departments/agencies as

2 Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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appropriate) to draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large
supermarkets and retail stores. All large supermarkets and retail stores
voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag
consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This exemption would
provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a mechanism (the
consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall consumption.
The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The Ordinance
would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to
work with affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and
promote awareness of the upcoming ban.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags At Large Supermarkets
And Retail Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 35%.

o July 1, 2013, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 70%.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to
draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and
retail stores. The ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 35%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 70%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee
(e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the
Ordinance. This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores,
while providing a mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness
in reducing overall consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by
the affected store. The Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and
retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with
grocersfindustry to establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference
between total consumption and recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic
carryout bags, and increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (within
the constraints of Assembly Bill 244 ).
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The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities
containing a majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding with the County banning plastic
carryout bags.

o ALTERNATIVE 3 — Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of
Assembly Bill 2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

To complement the alternatives identified above, the working group also
recommends implementing all of the following supplementary measures. Each of
these measures may be implemented in addition to whichever alternative is
selected by the Board:

A

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County
plastic bag working group, to implement a comprehensive public
education campaign, and create partnerships with large supermarkets,
retail stores, and elementary schools to promote reusable bags over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board

consideration prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at
all County-owned facilities and County offices.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88
cities in Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and
other funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education
campaign as described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the
County’s Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local
governments from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or
implementing other at-store recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with
funds directed to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter
prevention and cleanup efforts; or implement statewide
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benchmarks to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags; or
implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail
establishments, as well as evaluate paper bag usage throughout the
County.

. Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag
litter.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee
to assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including
tracking the reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean
Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual

progress report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Iintroduction

Description of Motion

On April 10, 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors instructed the
Chief Executive Officer to work with the Director of Internal Services and the
Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental protection
and grocer organizations to:

o Investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to
that of San Francisco;

o Inventory and assess the impact of the current campaigns that urge
recycling of paper and plastic sacks;

o Investigate the impact an ordinance similar to the one proposed in San
Francisco would have on recycling efforts in Los Angeles County, and any
unintended consequences of the ordinance; and,

o Report back to the Board with findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste within 90 days.

This report is in response to this Motion. Although the report to the Board of
Supervisors was due on July 9, 2007, a memorandum was sent to the Board of
Supervisors on July 12, 2007 requesting a 45-day extension to incorporate
feedback from interested stakeholders, consumers, industry, and environmental
representatives.

Background on Current Disposal Conditions

Los Angeles County has the most extensive and complex solid waste system in
the nation. It covers an area of 4,752 square miles and encompasses 88 cities
and 140 unincorporated communities. Home to more than 10.2 million people,
Los Angeles County is the most populous county in the nation, having a larger
population than 42 states and 162 countries.’® One in three Californian’s live in
Los Angeles County. The County’s population is expected to increase to

" Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, Los Angeles County Profile, May
2006.
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approximately 11 million people by 2020."" If it were a country, Los Angeles
County would rank 17" in the world in terms of Gross Domestic Product.'? This
vigorous population growth, coupled with comparable increases in economic
activity, will have a major impact on the solid waste management infrastructure in
Los Angeles County.

In 1989, the California Legislature passed the California Integrated Waste
Management Act (Assembly Bill 939). Assembly Bill 939 requires every city and
county to divert 50 percent of solid waste generated from landfill disposal,
otherwise face a fine of $10,000 per day. Counties have the added responsibility
of managing the residual trash that remains after recycling.

Since 1990, numerous programs have been implemented at the city and County
levels, including curbside recycling, construction and demolition waste recycling,
and business recycling enhancement programs. In addition, the County has
implemented Countywide recycling programs to assist jurisdictions to comply
with Assembly Bill 939, such as the Countywide Household Hazardous
Waste/Electronic Waste Management Program, the Waste Tire Collection
Program, and the SmartGardening Program.

In 2006, despite achieving a 50 percent Countywide recycling rate (one of the
highest in the nation), Los Angeles County disposed over 12 million tons of trash
— this is equivalent to filling the Rose Bowl 34 times. Currently, about 20 percent
(7,400 tons per day) of the County’s trash is exported for disposal to other
counties, including Riverside, Orange, and Ventura Counties. By 2020, this
figure could rise to 80 percent due to anticipated population/economic growth
and landfill closures, assuming no landfill expansions or alternatives to landfills
such as conversion technologies are developed. This means more trash being
transported over long distances to neighboring counties, leading to higher trash
rates and added traffic congestion and air pollution.

To reduce the environmental impact of solid waste disposal, the County of
Los Angeles, in partnership with the 88 cities and the private sector, is
aggressively expanding and implementing new source reduction and recycling
programs. Such programs are geared towards raising environmental awareness;
promoting environmental stewardship; and, promoting sustainable uses of
resources.

Methodology Used

To comprehensively assess the ecological, environmental, and financial impacts
of carryout bags on Los Angeles County, published studies from around the

" os Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, L.A. Stats, June 2006.
12 http:/flacounty.info/miscellany.pdi, May 15, 2007.
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world were reviewed and analyzed. In addition, surveys of major grocery and
retail stores, solid waste facilities, Caltrans, cities, and County departments were
conducted to gather information on prevailing recycling, litter, and cleanup
methods and costs. Several public and environmental interest groups, industry
and manufacturing trade organizations were also consuited regarding plastic
carryout bag consumption and management, litter impacts, and cleanup efforts.
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CHAPTER 2

OVERVIEW OF PLASTIC CARRYOUT BAGS

Overview

Plastic carryout bags were first introduced into the marketplace in 1975."® Since
then, plastic carryout bags have become an integral part of our everyday custom
because they are convenient, inexpensive, and functional. They are sometimes
reused to line trash cans, collect pet waste, and for general storage purposes.
Below is a history of plastic carryout bags as well as relevant facts and figures.

Plastic Bag History

1975:

1977:

1996:

2002:

2006:

2007:

Montgomery Ward, Sears, J.C. Penny, Jordan Marsh, and other large
retail stores were the first to switch to plastic merchandise bags.™

Supermarkets began offering plastic carryout bags."®
Four of every five grocery stores use plastic carryout bags.'®

Ireland introduced the first consumer plastic carryout bag fee (20¢ [U.S.]
per bag)."”

California passed legislation mandating at-store recycling of plastic
carryout bags, by all large supermarkets and retail businesses beginning
July 1, 2007.1®

San Francisco becomes the first U.S. city to ban the use of non-
biodegradable plastic carryout bags at all large supermarkets and
pharmacy chains.

3 www.plasticsindustry.org/about/fbf/environment.htm#plasticbaghistory, May 3, 2007.

" Ibid.
" Ibid.
' Ibid.

7 http://www.environ.ie/en/Environment/Waste/PlasticBaqs/News/MainBodv,3199,en.htm, May 1,

2007.

'® Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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Table 1 -- Plastic and Paper Bag Statistics

nnual Plastic Bag Consumption Rate

Worldwide Between 500 billion and 1 trillion™

National 380 billion plastic carryout bags,
sacks, wraps per yeal

California <20 billion™ ~

Countywide 6 billion**

Unincorporated County area 600 miltion™

Percentage of Overall Disposal Waste Stream?

Plastic Carryout Bags 0.4 percent by weight

Paper Carryout Bags 1 percent by weight

Annual Rate of Disposal at Landfills”™
Plastic Carryout Bags

California 147,038 tons

Countywide 45,000 tons
Paper Carryout Bags

California 386,097 tons

Countywide 117,000 tons

Annual Rate of Recycling

Plastic Carryout Bags
National <5 percent™®
California <5 percent”’
Countywide <5 percent™

Paper Carryout Bags

19 http://www.epa.gov/oamsrpod/hcsc/0613326/att10.pdf May 2007

20 http://www.epa.gov/region1/communities/shopbags.html, May 14, 2007.

4 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Resolution, Agenda Item 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

*2 prorated from the State figure.

% Ibid. ,

# California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7.

% California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figures are prorated from State figures.

%% US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7.

%" California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

%8 Assumed State rate applies to Los Angeles County.
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National 21 percent™

California 21 percent™

Countywide 21 percent™

Cost to Purchase

Plastic Carryout Bags 2 - 5 cents each™
Paper Carryout Bags 5 - 23 cents each™
Biodegradable Carryout Bags 8 — 17 cents each™

How Are Plastic Carryout Bags Manufactured?

Plastic resin is created by taking chemical chains called polymers commonly
found in petroleum and natural gas processing, and connecting them together
using heat and pressure to create plastic resins. The plastic resin is heated in a
chamber and pushed through an opening (called a die) by air, which cools the
heated plastic, and creates the air pocket of the plastic bag. After the plastic
sheet is cooled, it is guided through several rollers to flatten and stretch the film
to size the width of the bag. Once properly sized, the final step is to cut the
plastic sheet into appropriate size bags.

It is estimated that there are at least nine companies in Southern California, and
three companies in Northern California that manufacture plastic carryout bags.*

%% US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.

% Assumed National rate applies to California.

%" Assumed National rate applies to Los Angeles County.

%2 www.usplastic.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).

%3 www.mrtakeoutbags.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
** www_ecoproducts.com (May 22, 2007).

3 www.Plasticresources.org (May 22, 2007).

% www.Thomasnet.com (May 22, 2007).
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Figure 4 -- Plastic Pellets Used to Make Plastic carryout bags
What Types of Plastic Carryout Bag Are Commonly Used by Supermarkets,
Food Establishments and Retail Stores?

Published studies and reports show that there are two main types of plastic
carryout bags on the market. The first type of bag is HDPE 2 which is thin,
lightweight and found in most grocery stores. The second type of bag is LDPE 4
which is thicker and glossier and found in retail stores. A random survey of major
supermarkets, food establishments, and retail stores countywide, and site visits
to plastic bag manufacturers confirmed this information.

Figure 5 - HDPE 2 Plastic Carryout Bag Figure 6 -- LDPE 4 Plastic Carryout Bag

Table 2 -- Types of Plastic Carryout Bags Used

Albertsons HDPE 2
Food4less HDPE 2
Ralphs HDPE 2
Safeway HDPE 2
Stater Bros. HDPE 2
Vons HDPE 2
Wild Oats HDPE 2
Retait
99 Cent Store HDPE 2
Cvs HDPE 2
Kmart HDPE 2
RiteAid HDPE 2
Target LDPE 4
Walmart HDPE 2
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Do Local Jurisdictions Collect Plastic Carryout Bags at Curbside?

A survey of the 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County revealed that 25 cities
currently allow their residents to recycle their plastic carryout bags at curbside.

Table 3 -- Curbside Collection of Plastic Carryout Bags

Agoura Hills Yes
Alhambra No
Arcadia No
Artesia Yes
Avalon No
Azusa No
Baldwin Park No
Bell Yes
Bell Gardens No
Bellflower No
Beverly Hills Yes
Bradbury No
Burbank No
Calabasas Yes
Carson No
Cerritos No
Commerce No
Claremont No
Compton No
Covina Yes
Cudahy No
Culver City No
Diamond Bar No
Downey No
Duarte No
El Monte No
El Segundo No
Gardena Yes
Glendale No
Glendora Yes
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Hawaiian Gardens

No

Hawthorne No
Hermosa Beach Yes
Hidden Hills No
Huntington Park No
Industry No
| Inglewood No
Irwindale Yes
La Canada
Flintrige Yes
La Habra Heights No
La Mirada No
La Puente No
La Verne No
Lakewood Yes
Lancaster No
Lawndale Yes
Lomita No
| Long Beach No
Los Angeles Yes
Lynwood Yes
Malibu No
Manhattan Beach No
Maywood No
Monrovia Yes
Montebello No
Monterey Park Yes
Norwalk Yes
Palmdale No
Palos Verdes
Estates No
Paramount Unknown
Pasadena No
Pico Rivera No
Pomona No
Rancho Palos
Verdes No
Redondo Beach No
Rolling Hills No
Rolling Hills Yes
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Estates
Rosemead No
San Dimas No
San Fernando No
San Gabriel No
San Marino Yes
Santa Clarita No
Santa Fe Springs_ No
Santa Monica No
Sierra Madre Yes
 Signal Hill Yes
South El Monte Yes
South Gate No
South Pasadena Yes
Temple City No
Torrance No
Vernon No
Walnut No
West Covina No
West Hollywood Yes
Westlake Viliage No
Whittier No
Uninc. County No
TOTAL 25 responded Yes

The collected plastic carryout bags are taken to a recycling or materials recovery
facility (depending on the jurisdiction’s collection system) where they are either
sent for disposal, or in some cases sorted, baled, and sold on the open market.
The facility’s main objective is to maximize diversion of recyclables from the
waste stream, while reducing cost and maximizing revenue from those materials
targeted for recovery. The most commonly recovered materials include plastic
containers, paper, aluminum cans, and cardboard because they are easy to
collect, have an available market, and provide the most revenue without
specialized sorting machinery. Like most plastics, the majority of plastic carryout
bags that are recovered are sold to foreign markets, where anecdotal accounts
reveal that the material is converted to plastic resin for remanufacturing or
incinerated for energy. Policy makers have begun to take notice of this issue for
all commaodities, not just plastics, because commodities managed overseas do
not meet the same level of standards for environmental protection as in the U.S.
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Based on a survey of recycling and materials recovery facilities (and field visits of
selected facilities), it was revealed that over 90 percent of the plastic carryout
bags taken to these facilities are not recycled, but instead taken to landfills for the
following reasons:

]

Plastic carryout bags usually have a high contamination rate due to reuse as
a household trash bin liner or by coming into contact with other contaminants
(e.g., pet waste) when placed in the collection bin. As the contamination rate
increases, the quality of the plastic resin is reduced.

Plastic carryout bags interfere with machinery and have a tendency to jam the
screens used to separate materials.

It is not cost efficient to recycle plastic carryout bags due to lack of suitable
markets. The domestic market for plastic carryout bags are extremely limited,
especially in California, requiring recycling facilities and materials recovery
facilities to truck plastic carryout bags over long distances, making the
recycling of plastic carryout bags economically unfeasible. Foreign markets
have shifted to using local markets due to quality concerns and transportation
costs.

Figure 7 -- Typical Waste Stream Traveling Along a Conveyor Belt
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Do County Departments Use Plastic Carryout Bags?

Based on a survey of County departments, it was revealed that plastic carryout
bags are rarely used (see below).>’

Table 4 -- Use of Plastic Carryout Bags by County Department

Child Support Services No N/A
Coroner No N/A
Community Development Commission No N/A
LACERA No N/A
Community Senior Services Yes Don't know
Superior Court No N/A
Grand Jury No N/A
Chief Information Office No N/A
Public Defender No N/A
Fire Department No N/A
Sheriff Yes 20-30 Ibs
Registrar Recorder/County Clerk No N/A
Treasurer and Tax Collector No N/A
Internal Services No N/A
Assessor, Office of No N/A
LACMA No N/A
Affirmative Action Compliance, Office

of No N/A
Mental Health No N/A
Animal Care and Control No N/A
District Attorney's Office No N/A
Parks and Recreation Yes 36700/month
Regional Planning Dept. No N/A
Public Health No N/A
Health Services No N/A
Alternate Public Defender No N/A

¥ Of the 56 County Departments, only 25 responded to the survey. The Department of
Community Senior Services indicated that they utilize plastic carryout bags to carry food in their
food pantry program once a week.
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CHAPTER 3

LITTER IMPACT OF PLASTIC CARRYOUT BAGS

Litter Impact

The indiscriminate littering of plastic carryout bags is an increasing blight
problem. Although plastic carryout bags are inexpensive and have other useful
qualities, they have a propensity to become litter, thus overshadowing these
benefits. Due to their expansive and lightweight characteristics, wind easily
carries these bags airborne like parachutes. They end up entangled in brush,
tossed around along freeways, and caught on fences. Because it is often white
or brightly colored and difficult to collect, plastic carryout bag litter is a greater
eyesore and nuisance than other littered materials. For this reason, there is an
increasing need to diminish the prevalence of plastic carryout bags to maintain a
clean and healthy environment, positively enhance the County’s recreational and
tourism economy, and improve the quality of life for all residents countywide.

Public agencies collectively spend tens of millions of dollars annually on litter
prevention, cleanup, and enforcement activities. The litter collected is composed
of constituents including plastic carryout bags. Additionally, the cost to local
governments in Los Angeles County is expected to dramatically rise over the
next few years in order to comply with Federal Clean Water Act. For example,
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control
District annually spend $18 million per year on, but not limited to, street
sweeping, catch basin cleanouts, cleanup programs, and litter prevention and
education efforts.

Communities within close proximity to landfills and other solid waste processing
facilities are especially impacted as plastic carryout bags escape from trash
trucks while traveling or emptying their loads. Although trucks and facilities are
required to provide cover and fences, carryout bags manage to escape despite
Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as using roving patrols to pickup
littered bags. Despite litter control devices (e.g., litter fences), local landfills and
solid waste transfer station operators estimate they spend approximately $25,000
and $1,500 per month at each facility, respectively, to send roving patrols to
pickup littered plastic carryout bags. Even with these measures, it is very difficult
to pick up the errant plastic carryout bags. Inevitably the cost for cleanup is
passed on to residents in the form of higher disposal costs. Despite the efforts of
various cleanup activities and thousands of residents who annually volunteer
countless hours in beach, roadside (e.g., Adopt-A-Highway programs), park, and
neighborhood cleanups, plastic carryout bag litter remains a significant problem.
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Plastic carryout bags that make their way into the storm drain system impact the
system’s ability to efficiently channel storm water runoff. The County Department
of Parks and Recreation, confers that plastic carryout bags contribute to litter
within local lakes, and negatively impacts the environment and wildlife.
Furthermore, plastic carryout bag litter inhibits proper landscape maintenance
operations as it becomes entangled in the turf mowing machinery.

While the exact percentage of plastic carryout bags in the total litter stream is not
definitively quantified, below is a summary of several studies conducted on
plastic litter.

Table 5 -- Summary of Litter Studies

Caltrans Litter Management
Pilot Study (1998-2000)

Great Los Angeles River 34
Clean Up (4/30/04)
City of Los Angeles Catch 30 24 25 19

Basin Cleaning (6/10/04)

(Note, plastic carryout bags fisted
separately; not included under All
Plastic Film)

Hamilton Bowi Project-Street 20
Sweeping (2006)
Hamilton Bowl Project-Trash 30
Capture Devices (Feb. 2007)

o Caltrans Litter Management Pilot Study -- The purpose of the study was to
investigate the characteristics of litter in freeway stormwater and the
effectiveness of BMPs. The study was conducted from 1998 through 2000 on
a freeway in the Los Angeles area. Results showed that plastic film, which
includes plastic carryout bags, was 7 percent by mass of the litter collected
and 12 percent by volume. These percentages do not include moldable
plastics, which was a separate category.

o On April 30, 2004, during the Great Los Angeles River Clean Up, organized
by the Friends of Los Angeles River, a waste characterization study was
conducted. Approximately 60 cubic feet of litter was collected and sorted.
Results showed plastic film to be 34 percent of the total litter by volume. This
percentage does not include moldable plastics, which was a separate
category.
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o On June 10, 2004, the City of Los Angeles conducted a waste
characterization study. Litter was cleaned from 30 storm drain catch basins
and characterized for plastic film and plastic carryout bags separately, among
other litter types. The plastic film was found to be 30 percent by weight and
24 percent by volume of the litter. Plastic bags were 25 percent by weight
and 19 percent by volume.

o The Hamilton Bowl Trash Reduction Project -- The purpose of the study was
to investigate the costs and efficiency of three end-of-pipe and one catch
basin structural trash capture systems. The Hamilton Bowl is a 15 acre storm
detention basin containing 15 water outfalls in the City of Long Beach.

The Hamilton Bow! Project characterized trash collected from street sweeping
and trash capture systems. In summer 2006, trash from street sweeping from
various land uses was collected and sorted. The composition was classified
into glass, paper, yard waste, and plastic. Plastic consisted of bags, bottles,
Jugs and Styrofoam. It ranged from 5 percent of the total trash from open
space and commercial land uses to 20 percent from institutional Jand use.

Then in December 2006 and February 2007, trash from the Hamilton Bowl’s
trash capture system was characterized. This trash was sorted and found to
consist of up to 30 percent plastics.

Financial Impact

County of Los Angeles’ Litter Cleanup/Prevention Costs

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, as the lead County
agency responsible for implementing litter reduction and education programs,
implements a variety of programs to reduce the impact of litter on our
communities. This includes litter collection along roadways, channel inverts,
street sweeping, emptying public trash containers, catch basin cleanouts, flood
control channel cleanups, stormwater pollution prevention activities, capital
improvement  projects, implementing best management practices, and
implementing public education and outreach activities. The County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control District spends
approximately $18 million per year to carryout these responsibilities.

For example, the County sweeps over 81,000 miles of streets on a weekly basis.
Street sweeping is an effective means to collect litter before it enters catch
basins and the storm drain system, thus reducing possible impacts to the
environment.

In addition, in order to maintain the integrity of the County storm drain system
and meet the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
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requirements, the Department of Public Works cleans out litter from its 78,000
catch basins and additional city owned catch basins at least once a year. In
addition, catch basins which receive considerable litter are cleaned up to three
additional times a year. Over 644 tons of litter was removed from County and
city catch basins in the 2005-2006 rain year.

Furthermore, Public Works installs and maintains numerous devices to aillow for
the removal of litter from the storm drain system. They include 1,026 catch basin
inserts and 1,826 curb inlet catch basin retractable screens, 61 “full capture”
hydrodynamic separators, 4 end-of-pipe screens, and 21 in-stream floating
booms or nets. '

End-of-Pipe Net at Hamilton Bowl In-Stream Floating Net

Figures 8 and 9 -- Sample Litter Capture Devices

Caltrans Costs

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for
planning, designing, constructing, and maintaining the State’s highway system.
Caltrans District 7, which consists of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties is the
second largest of the 12 workforce districts. It is responsible for maintaining 915
freeway and highway miles in Los Angeles County alone. In fiscal year 2005-
2006, District 7 collected 50,000 cubic yards of litter and debris at a cost of $12
million, not including the tens of thousands of man hours spent by community
service workers collecting litter along the highways.

Zero Trash TMDL

The quality of storm water and urban runoff is fundamentally important to the
health of the environment and quality of life in Southern California. Polluted storm
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water runoff is a leading cause of water quality impairment in the Los Angeles
Region. Storm water and urban runoff (during dry and wet weather) are often
contaminated with pesticides, fertilizers, animal droppings, trash, food wastes,
automotive byproducts, and many other toxic substances generated by our urban
environment. Water that flows over streets, parking lots, construction sites, and
industrial, commercial, residential, and municipal areas carries these untreated
pollutants through the storm drain networks directly into the receiving waters of
the Region.

A watershed is the land area where water collects and drains onto a lower level
property or drains into a river, ocean or other body of water. There are 8
watersheds in Los Angeles County: The Los Angeles River, Sun Valley, San
Gabriel River, Ballona Creek, North Santa Monica Bay, Dominguez, Santa Clara
River, and Antelope Valley.

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and
cities within the County are required to by their National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit to prevent discharges into its rivers, lakes,
and ocean, including the above watersheds. In addition, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board recently imposed a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for
what can enter these water bodies. Therefore, the County must implement
BMPs to meet these TMDL requirements. The County has for years
implemented and maintained numerous BMPs to prevent littering and to remove
the litter from its right-of-ways and its storm drain system.

Recently, the Regional Water Quality Control Board established a Zero Trash
TMDL for the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek watersheds. These TMDLs
require a 10 percent annual reduction of trash entering the water body until zero
trash is reached by 2014. These TMDLs not only affect the County of Los
Angeles, but also many other agencies. For example, the Ballona Creek Trash
TMDL also applies to Caltrans and the cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, Beverly
Hills, Santa Monica, West Hollywood, and Inglewood. The Los Angeles River
Trash TMDL also affects Caltrans, the City of Los Angeles, and 41 other
municipalities within the Los Angeles River watershed. The estimated annual
operation and maintenance costs to comply with these requirements for the
County of Los Angles and other agencies is expected to exponentially increase in
coming years.

Anti-littering Law
State law requires any person convicted for littering to pay the following fine:
» Between $250 and $1,000 (first conviction)

» Between $500 and $1,500 (second conviction)
» Between $750 and $3,000 (third conviction)
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The court may require a person to perform 8 hours of community service by
picking up litter.%®

However, this law is difficult to enforce because a law enforcement officer must
observe the person in the act of littering. In addition, inadvertent plastic carryout
bag litter (which is a significant source) is extremely difficult to enforce because it
is not possible to identify and fine the person causing the inadvertent litter.

% Section 374.4 of the Penal Code.

Page 28




CHAPTER 4

ECOSYSTEM, ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUES

Ecosystem Impacts From Littered Carryout Bags

Plastic Carryout Bags

Although plastic bag litter creates blight, it also has many adverse effects on
marine- and land-based wildlife. Due to the County’s extensive and diverse
watersheds, many of the littered plastic carryout bags find their way into local
beaches, and eventually the ocean.

Several studies have reported that up to 90 percent of marine debris is plastic,
with plastic carryout bags making up a portion of the litter.>® It is estimated that
over 267 species of wildlife have been affected by plastic bag litter, including
birds, whales, turties and many others.*°

Although the impacts of plastic carryout bags on the ecosystem are not precisely
quantified, several anecdotal reports have documented numerous health impacts
on wildlife attributed to plastic carryout bag litter. For example, ingested plastic
carryout bags have impacted marine life in the following unintended ways:

o Clogging the throat, thus choking the animal

o Artificially filling the stomach so that the animal cannot consume food,
depriving them of nutrients

o Infecting them with harmful toxins that can poison the animal

o Entangling the animal, leading to choking, cuts, and even restricting growth*’

Whales and large birds often swallow plastic carryout bags inadvertently during
feeding, which become permanently lodged in the stomach. Turtles swallow
plastic carryout bags, since they resemble their main food source, jellyfish.*?
Similarly, plastic bags can smother plants, restricting growth and destroying the

% www.cawrecycles.org (May 15, 2007), www.plasticdebris.org (May 15, 2007).

40 http://www.mcsuk.org/mcsaction/poliution/litter (May 15, 2007),
http://www.plasticdebris.com/PRDS Brochure DOWNLOAD.pdf (May 15, 2007).

. www.marinedebris.noaa.gov (May 15, 2007),

http://www.plasticdebris.com/PRDS Brochure DOWNLOAD.pdf {(May 15, 2007).

* http://www.seaworld.org/animal-info/Animal-
Bytes/animalia/eumetazoa/coelomates/deuterostomes/chordata/craniata/reptilia/testudines/sea—
turtles.htm (August 1, 2007)
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natural habitats of many different species of marine wildlife.** Recent studies
indicate that plastic carryout bags also contain many different additives such as
PCBs, DDT and nonylphenols and in turn can seep into marine animals that
inadvertently ingest them, which endangers their health.*

Figure 10 —- Seal Entangled in Plastic Bag
(Courtesy of the Whale Rescue Team)

Plastic carryout bags also affect domestic land animals such as cows, goats, and
horses, which occasionally eat plastic carryout bags found on the ground or
entangled in brush.*® Plastic bag litter is found to have similar undesirable health
impacts on these animals *®

The North Pacific Gyre is an area located roughly 1,000 miles from the California
coast line, where several ocean circular currents meet, creating an accumulation
of marine debris, especially plastics. Since plastics do not biodegrade, they are
often accumulated in the Gyre from multiple northern Pacific Rim countries. The
table below summarizes the results from an August 1999 research expedition.

43 www.nos.noaa.gov/education/kits/corals/coral09 _humanthreats.htmi (July 1, 2007)

** A Brief Analysis of Organic Pollutants Absorbed to Pre and Post Production Plastic Particles
from the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watersheds, C.J. Moore, G.L Lattin, AF Zellers,
Algalita Marine Research Foundation, Long Beach, CA.

* www.Reusablebags.com (May 15, 2007), www.epa.com/jtr/jtrnet/plastic.htm (May 15, 2007).
“*www plastichageconomics.com (May 15, 2007).
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Plastic film, which includes plastic carryout bags, makes up approximately 29%
of the plastic pieces collected.

Table 6 -- Abundance (pieces/km?) by type and size of
plastic pieces and tar found in the North Pacific gyre

>4 760 1,931 84 36 16,811 5,322 217 350 24,764
4.759- .

2.800 4,502 121 471 4,839 9,631 97 36 19,696
2.799-

1.000 61,187 1,593 12 9,969 40,622 833 72 114,288
0.999-

0.710 55,780 591 0 2,933 26,273 | 278 48 85,903
0.709-

0.500 45,196 567 12 1,460 10,572 | 121 0 57,928
0.499-

0.355 26,888 338 0 845 3,222 | 169 229 31,692
Total 195,484 3,295 531 36,857 | 95642 | 1,714 | 736 334,270

Paper Carryout Bags

Littered paper carryout bags do not have the same impact on the ecosystem as
plastic carryout bags for the following reasons:

o Paper carryout bags are less likely to be littered because they are heavier
and less likely to become airborne, as well as have a higher recycling rate
(e.g., they are universally collected at curbside and have a recycling rate of
21 percent*’); and,

o Paper carryout bags will biodegrade in the marine environment, minimizing
the negative environmental impacts.

Biodegradable Carryout Bags

Although biodegradable carryout bags will only decompose in a commercial
composting facility, no such facilities exist in Los Angeles County. In addition,
reports have shown that biodegradable carryout bags can take over five months
to partially decompose in marine environments; thus, it is assumed that these
biodegradable carryout bags would have similar impacts as regular plastic
carryout bags.*®

7 US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.
® The Biodegradation of Mater-Bi Starch-Based Polymer in Freshwater and Sea Water Project
Report, December 1996, Dr. Nick McClure, Finders University of South Australia.
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Environmental Impacts From Carryout Bags

To comprehensively evaluate the environmental impacts of various carryout
bags, published studies were reviewed and analyzed that investigated air quality
impacts and energy consumption from different phases of the lifecycle.”®
Although we were unable to locate any current U.S. research publication
detailing these impacts, we were able to locate several published studies
conducted overseas.*® Based on our review of these studies, the study Prepared
in 2002 for the Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage®' was the
most comprehensive and comparable report. The report included a computer
model that simulated the life-cycle impacts of various carryout bags. Below is a
summary table detailing the environmental findings from this life cycle analysis.*

Table 7 -- Australia’s Assessment of Alternatives

Reusable (PP
fiber bag) 4.15 0.48 1.96 46.3
Biodegradable
(starch based) 520 6.5 6.61 61.3
Single HDPE 520 3.12 6.08 210
Kraft Paper Bag
(with handles) 520 2215 11.8 721
Boutique LDPE 650 1.77 29.8 957

Based on the information above, reusable bags made of polypropylene have the
least environmental impact due to the reduced number of bags consumed per
year. However, it must be noted that the study may not represent actual
conditions in Los Angeles County. For example, the study assumed the following
information regarding manufacturing/transportation and disposal:

*® Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Notan-ITU, December 2002, page
28.

% Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Nolan-iTU, December 2002; SOCIO
Economic Impact of the Proposed Plastic Bag Regulations by Bentley West Management; and,
Environmental Group Research Report: Proposed Plastic Bag Levy — Extended Impact
Assessment Volume 1: Main Report 2005.

> Plastic Shopping Bags — Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts, prepare by Nolan-iTU.
%2 Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Nolan-ITU, December 2002, page
36.
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Manufacturing/Transportation

o 67% of HDPE plastic carryout bags were imported from South-east Asia

o 66% of LDPE plastic carryout bags were imported from South-east Asia

o 0% of paper carryout bags were imported

o 100% of biodegradable carryout bags were imported from ltaly (but made in
Australia)

o 0% of reusable bags imported

End-of-Life (Disposal) Assumptions

o 78.5%, 2%, 0.5%, and 19% of HDPE plastic carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 80.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 19% of LDPE plastic carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 39.5%, 60%, 0.5%, and 0% of paper carryout bags were landfilled, recycled,
littered, and reused per year

o 80.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 19% of biodegradable carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 99.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 0% of reusable bags were landfilled, recycled, littered,
and reused per year

Public Health Impact of Carryout Bags

Most plastic carryout bags carry a voluntary warning labe!l which typically states,
“Warning: To Avoid Danger of Suffocation, Keep This Plastic Bag Away From
Babies and Children. Please Do Not Use This Bag in Cribs, Beds, Carriages and
Playpens.”

Despite the above safety warning, according to the United States Consumer
Product Commission, the Commission receives “an average of about 25 reports
a year [nationwide] describing deaths to children who suffocated due to plastic
carryout bags. Almost 90 percent of them were under one year of age. Recent
reports often describe bags originally used for dry cleaning or storage. Some
may have been used to protect bedding and furniture, and others just were not
carefully discarded.”

% hitp://www.cpsc.qov/CPSCPUB/PUBS/5064.html, April 30, 2007.
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CHAPTER 5

TYPE AND COST OF REUSABLE BAGS

Reusable Bag Types

Reusable bags are a viable option for consumers because they are typically
recyclable, lightweight, durable, washable, and can carry three to four times that
of a plastic carryout bag. Reusable bags can be purchased from a number of
locations, including grocery and retail stores, and internet websites such as
www.reusablebags.com and www.earthwise.com.

reusable bags.

Table 8 -- Types of Reusable Bags

Below is list of common

Whole Foods Non-woven
(Gives 5¢ back for $2.99 polypropylene
each reusable bag ) (Plastic #5)

used)
100% recyclable
$1.50 Non-woven
Ralphs -
. (50¢ will be polypropylene
ég;\;]efeiﬁ:;zkbfaor donated to (Plastic #5)
used) 9 environmental
groups) 100% recyclable
Non-woven
polypropylene
Vons 99¢ {Plastic #5)
100% recyclable
Non-woven
polypropylene
Albertsons 99¢ (Plastic #5)
100% recyclable
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Non-woven

polypropylene
Target $1.49 (Plastic #5)

100% recyclable

Recycled
Products.com $5.00 Cotton canvas

Etcetera, Etcetera,

100% recycled
Etcetera $6.00 water/soda botties
600 Denier
$9.99 Polyester
Papernorplastic.com th ¢ backed with Vinyl
(47 free) S
{similar to school
backpacks)
Ecobags.com $10 100% cotton
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Economics of Reusable Bags

Although reusable bags cost between 99¢ and $10 each, the savings to
consumers can be significant since grocers/retailers cost for purchasing single
use carryout bags is no longer passed along to customers (see table below).

Table 9 -- Cost Comparison of Carryout Bags

Plastic Ba 600 (ran es3§etween $18
9 %_ - 5¢)% (in hidden costs)
300
(consumption rate is 10¢ $30
Paper Bag unknown, assumed (ranges between (in hidden costs)
Y2 of plastic carryout 5- 23¢)55
bags due to size)
. 15¢
Biodegradable $90
Bag 600 (rangeiss1 gg;\snéeen (in hidden costs)
1
(assumes avg.
Whole Food consumer will use 3 $2.99 $4.50
Reusable Bag bags/year and will ’ (direct cost)
last 2 years before
replacement)

> www.usplastic.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
% www.mrtakeoutbags.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
> www.ecoproducts.com (May 22, 2007).
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CHAPTER 6

CASE STUDIES

City/County of San Francisco

In 2005, the City of San Francisco considered imposing a 17¢ fee on non-
biodegradable plastic carryout bags before reaching an agreement with the
California Grocers Association. The agreement called for large supermarket
stores to voluntarily reduce the number of plastic bags consumed by 10 million in
2006. Although the California Grocers Association claimed that supermarket
stores reduced plastic bag consumption by 7.6 million, the City disputed this
figure since it was not verifiable. This disagreement led to a renewed interest in
banning non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags.®’

On March 22, 2007, San Francisco adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags. Effective September 22,
2007, all supermarket stores (generating $2 million or more) must provide their
customers one (or a combination) of the following 3 choices:

o Biodegradable carryout bags — the bags must display the words “green cart
compostable” and “reusable,” and display a solid green line that circles the
bag.

o Paper carryout bags -- the bags must display the words “reusable” and
“recyclable,” cannot contain old-growth fiber, and be made of 40 percent post-
consumer recycled content.

o Reusable bags — the bags must be cloth or plastic (greater than 2.25 mils
thick) bags.>®

In addition, effective March 22, 2008, all pharmacy chains (with more than 5
stores located in San Francisco) must also comply with the above requirement.
Supermarkets or pharmacies failing to comply with the Ordinance may face civil
liabilities of $100, $200, or $500 for the first, second, or third violation,
respectively.®®

According to the Biodegradable Products Institute, San Francisco is promoting
the use of biodegradable carryout bags because it has an advanced residential
and commercial food scrap diversion program.®® However, Biodegradable

%7 San Francisco Chronicle, March 28, 2007, San Francisco First City to Ban Shopping Bags.

%% Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance, San Francisco County Board of Supervisors, March 22,
2007.

% Ibid.

% http://www.bpiworld.org/Files/PressRelease/PRsxdBPP.pdf, May 20, 2007
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carryout bags usage in Los Angeles County is not practicable at this time, due to
the lack of commercial composting facilities necessary to process the
biodegradable carryout bags. The nearest facilities are located in Kern and San
Bernardino Counties.®' Since transporting biodegradable carryout bags to
distant commercial composting facilities involves higher service costs, and adds
to traffic congestion and air pollution, it is less ideal in comparison to other
alternatives that involve local operations.

Additionally, the use of biodegradable carryout bags would not alleviate the litter
problem or potential harm to marine wildlife since they have the same general
characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight, persistent in the marine
environment, etc.). Furthermore, the presence of biodegradable carryout bags in
the recycling stream could potentially jeopardize plastic recycling programs
through contamination and reduce the quality of plastic resins. This
contamination could ultimately result in batches of recyclable plastic materials or
biodegradable carryout bags being landfilled.

City of Oakland

On July 17, 2007, the City of Oakland adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags. Effective January 17,
2008, all stores (generating $1 million or more), except restaurant and fast food
establishments, must provide their customers one (or a combination) of the
following 3 choices:

o Compostable or biodegradable carryout bags.

o Paper carryout bags - the bags cannot contain old-growth fiber, and be made
of 40 percent post-consumer recycled content.

o Reusable bags — the bags must be (1) cloth or other machine washable
fabric, or (2) made of other durable material suitable for reuse.%?

Stores failing to comply with the Ordinance will be given a written warning. If a
store continues to violate the Ordinance, the owner may face civil liabilities of
$100, $200, or $500 for the first, second, or third violation, respectively, following
the initial warning®®

According to City of Oakland’s Resolution accompanying the Ordinance, Oakland
is banning non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags because:

o Of its negative impacts on the environment and wildlife;

&1 California Integrated Waste Management Board’s Solid Waste Information System (SWIS),
www.ciwmb.ca.qov/ISWIS/Search.asp
z Ordinance Banning Plastic Carry-out Bags, City of Oakland, July 3, 2007.

Ibid.
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o It's consistent with the City’s adopted policy to reduce its reliance on oil; and,

o It's consistent with Assembly Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statutes), which
“‘encouragels] the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and
reduce the consumption of single-use bags.”®

Ali City sponsored events are also prohibited from distributing non-biodegradable
plastic carryout bags effective October 17, 2007.%°

On August 3, 2007, the "Coalition to Support Plastic Bag Recycling" filed a
petition for writ of mandate under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) in Alameda Superior Court. The coalition alleges that Oakland failed to
analyze the ordinance's potential environmental impact as required by CEQA.

Other States and Cities Considering Restrictions

Since San Francisco’s move to ban non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags in
March 2007, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors request to
investigate the feasibility of banning plastic carryout bags in April 2007, a number
of U.S. cities and states have also begun investigating similar measures.

State
Alaska
New York

Cities

Annapolis, MD

Austin, TX

Bakersfield, CA [Issue placed on hold]
Baltimore, MD

Berkeley, CA

Boston, MA

Fairfax, CA

Maui, HI

New Haven, CT

Oakland, CA [Banned non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags on July 17, 2007}
Portland, OR

Phoenix, AZ

Santa Cruz, CA

Seattle, WA

% Ibid.
% Ibid.
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Eilsewhere

Several countries have restricted the consumption of plastic carryout bags,
through bans, taxes, and/or increased public awareness and recycling. Litter,
conservation of natural resources, and negative impacts on the marine
environment were the primary reasons of this action. Below is a brief description
of several actions.

Ireland

Effective 2002, Ireland imposed a fee of 20 cents (U.S.) on each plastic carryout
bag consumed.®® The primary purpose of the tax, commonly known as PlasTax,
was to shift public behavior towards greater use of reusable bags, and reduce
plastic carryout bag litter which was impacting the Country’s coastline and
tourism industry. The collected monies are used to fund litter, waste
management, and other environmental initiatives.%

The Minister for the Environment determined that a consumer fee would be the
most effective way to change shopping habits and break consumer reliance on
plastic carryout bags. Therefore, a decision was made to impose a fee on
consumers.

Prior to the PlasTax, an estimated 1.2 billion plastic carryout bags were
consumed annually. Within months of its inception, the consumption rate
dropped precipitously — studies found a dramatic reduction from 328 bags used
per person per year to 21 (a 95 percent drop). 68

The use of reusable bags has become widely accepted and consumers now
carry reusable bags when they go grocery shopping. Moreover, even people
who use reusable bags support the PlasTax model because it allows a ‘safety
net’ in case they do not have their reusable bags at the time of purchase.

To further reduce plastic carryout bag consumption, effectlve July 1, 2007,
Ireland increased the PlasTax to 25 (U.S.) cents per bag.®®

% www.environ. iefen/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/News/MainBody,3199,en.htm, May 1,

2007.
&7 www.environ.ie/en/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/PublicationsDocuments/FileDownLoad, 1386 .en.pdf,
May1 2007.
% www.environ. ie/fen/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/News/MainBody,3199.en.htm, May 1,
2007

http.//www.ireland.com/newspaper/breakinq/2007/0701/breakinq27.htm, July 17, 2007.
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Australia

In 2002, it was estimated that Australians were using approximately
6.9 billion plastic carryout bags each year, of which 50 to 80 million bags ended
up as litter. In October 2002 the Australian government convened a stakeholder
working group consisting of state and local governments, industry, retailers,
recyclers, and environmental groups. This stakeholder group established a
national voluntary goal to reduce plastic carryout bag litter by 75% and reduce
the co%sumption of HDPE type plastic carryout bags by 50% (by December 31,
2005).

Retailers were categorized in two groups

o Group One retailers (major supermarkets)
o Group Two retailers (all others providing plastic carryout bags)

Since then, a number of initiatives have been implemented, including voluntary
at-store recycling of plastic HDPE type carryout bags.

According to a report from the Australia Retailers Association, as of December
31, 2005, Group One retailers spent $50 million on public education efforts over
two years which resulted in a 45% reduction in the issuance of plastic carryout
HDPE bags and a 14 percent in-store recycling rate. The report concluded that
“despite these major achievements, the majority of consumers have yet to alter
their behavior,” and plastic carryout bag “litter remains static over the five year
life . . . at around 2% of the total litter stream.””" This finding is supported by a
subsequent report which found “in Australia, voluntary efforts have seen
significant reductions in plastic bag consumption; however these do not appear
to have had a noticeable impact on litter with levels remaining
approximately the same.”’? (emphasis added)

Regarding Group Two retailers, “identifying target retailers and activities to gain
their attention, and subsequent commitment to act, proved challenging. . .” Thus,
it's estimated that Group Two retailers reduced their consumption by only 23%.”

Currently, the Australian Retailers Association continues to advocate for more
education, and the Australian government continues to examine other options to

" Consuitation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce The

Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 37.

"' http://www.ephc.gov.au/pdi/Plastic Bags/ANRA Report to EPHC Chair 22 May 2006.pdf.

2 Consultation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce The
Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 23.

" Ibid, page 38.
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phase out plastic carryout bags by 2009, including banning them or Ievying a fee
on each plastic carryout bag consumed (similar to Ireland’s PlasTax). % 7% /¢

South Africa

In 2003, the South African government adopted regulations impacting the
manufacture, trade, and commercial distribution of plastic carryout bags in order
to combat the plastic carryout bag litter problem. The problem was so pervasive
that plastic bag litter was commonly referred to as ‘the new national flower.’

Under the new regulations, all plastic carryout bags must now have a minimum
thickness of 24 micrometers (microns). In addition, all monies collected from a 3
cent levy are used to fund cleanup efforts, and promote reuse and recycling.”’

California’s New At-Store Recycling Program

To increase the plastic carryout bag recycling rate (currently less than 5 percent),
in 2006, California passed Assembly Bill 2449 to “encourage the use of reusable
bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of single-use
carryout bags.””® Effective July 1, 2007, all large supermarkets and retail
businesses (of at least 10,000 square feet with a licensed pharmacy) are
required to:

o Establish a plastic carryout bag recycling program at each store;

o Make the recycling bin easily accessible and identifiable to customers;

o Ensure that each plastic carryout bag provided to customers be labeled,
“Please Return To A Participating Store For Recycling;” "

o Make available reusable bags which are made of cloth, fabric or plastic with a
thickness of 2.25 mils or greater. The stores may charge for reusable bags;
and,

o Maintain program records for a minimum of three years and make the records
available to the California Integrated Waste Management Board or the host
jurisdiction.

It is estimated that 7,000 stores statewide are affected.®’ If large supermarkets
or manufactures fail to comply, they may face a fine of $500, $1,000, or $2,000
for the first, second, or third violation, respectively.

I http://www.ephc.gov.au/pdf/Plastic Bags/ANRA Report to EPHC Chair 22 May 2006.pdf.
® " Consultation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce the
Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 70.
® The Daily Telegraph - Australia, July 21, 2007, Plastic Bags Ban Rubbished.
& hitp://www.lib.uct.ac.za/govpubs/plasticbags.htm
:: Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.

Ibid.
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Although Assembly Bill 2449 does not establish an at-store recycling rate goal or
a consumption reduction goal, on June 12, 2007, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board adopted emergency regulations establishing reporting
requirements to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.®*

However, of most interest to local governments is Assembly Bill 2449's
preemption clause which prohibits local governments from interfering in the
above at-store recycling program, imposing a plastic carryout bag fee on the
affected stores, or increasing the above reporting requirements.

While it is unclear where the collected plastic carryout bags are taken for
recycling, a few businesses indicated that the bags are taken to their distribution
centers and shipped to various recyclers throughout the country.

Assembly Bill 2449 sunsets on January 1, 2013.%

lkea’s Self-Imposed Fee On Plastic Carryout Bags

On March 15, 2007, to reduce plastic carryout bag consumption, IKEA became
the first major retailer in the United States to voluntarily no longer offer a ‘free’
plastic bag to customers. Instead, customers are given a choice of purchasing a
plastic carryout bag for 5 cents each (all proceeds in the first year would go
towards American Forests to plant trees), or purchasing a ‘big blue’ reusable bag
for 59 cents (down from 99 cents).®® After IKEA introduced a similar program in
the United Kingdom last year, IKEA's plastic carryout bag consumption dropped
95 percent.®*

8 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

*1 Ibid.

82 Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.

* http://www.ikea.com/ms/en_US/about_ikea/social_environmental/environment.htmi, July 17,
2007.

84 http://www sltrib.com/ci 6384558, July 17, 2007.
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CHAPTER 7

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS

Industry/Grocer Concerns

While many plastic products play a vital and important role in enhancing our
quality of life, recent proposals by local and state governments to ban plastic
carryout bags to reduce litter and increase recycling have concerned the plastic
and grocer industries. Although these industries acknowledge that plastic
carryout bags are a contributor to the litter problem, they believe that plastic
carryout bags are unfairly targeted because the problem is not with the plastic
carryout bags themselves, but with the lack public education regarding recycling
programs. Industries believe that increasing plastic carryout bag recycling
programs at stores and at curbside is the key to reducing litter. Industry also
believes that a lack of litter prevention programs is the main cause of litter around
parks and beaches (e.g., trash cans often don’t have lids or are overfilled,
causing trash to spill on the ground and plastic carryout bags to be blown away).

In addition, grocers fear a plastic carryout bag ban will result in increased paper
bag use, which are heavier, cost more, and ultimately increase the cost to
consumers. A rise in cost may also drive consumers to shop at stores not
affected by the ban. In addition, grocers fear reusable bags would increase
check-out times, thus negatively impacting their business operations. Grocers
are quick to point out that many stores already stock reusable bags for
consumers to purchase, and that large grocery stores are now required to offer
plastic carryout bag recycling stations effective July 1, 2007 as a result of
Assembly Bill 2449 (see Chapter 6) — thus, providing consumers more
opportunities to recycle and curbing plastic carryout bag litter. Industry believes
that with proper public education and promotion, AB 2449 will be successful in
reducing the number of plastic carryout bags littered.

Examples of Alternative Products Advocated by Industry

Crown Poly

Crown Poly, a focal manufacturer, has created a plastic carryout bag with a
reinfTorced strip on the bottom and reinforced hold handles called the Hippo
Sak™.

Because the Hippo Sak™ is slightly larger then the conventional plastic carryout

bag, coupled with the aforementioned qualities, it allows consumers to carry
more items in each bag and is capable of being reused as a trash can liner.
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Although the number of conventional plastic carryout bags consumed may be
reduced if the Hippo Sak™ was widely distributed, the litter and environmental
impacts associated with conventional plastic carryout bags continue to be
applicable to the Hippo Sak™.

DePoly Degradable Solutions

DePoly Degradable Solutions, a company based in England, specializes in
making plastic products biodegradable by introducing an additive into the
manufacture process. The technology, OXO-degradation, is capable of making
plastic carryout bags biodegradable, thus allowing it to breakdown in the natural
environment. Because it takes many months for the biodegradable plastic
carryout bags to partially degrade in the natural environment, it would not reduce
plastic bag litter.

Stripes?Stripes™

Stripes2stripes™ is an emerging company which advocates a system for
recycling plastic carryout bags. Under the company’s system, plastic carryout
bags would have three identifiable diagonal stripes in the lower right-hand corner
imprinted with a 1-800 number; consumers would be given a larger plastic bag to
store their used Stripes2stripes™ bags; and, when the larger plastic bag is full,
consumers would be encouraged to call the 1-800 number or visit the company’s
website for instructions on where to take their bag for recycling.

Upon evaluating the Stripes2stripes™ program, plastic carryout bag litter would
not be reduced since the amount of plastic carryout bags consumed would
remain the same; and, the program may contribute to litter since it introduces a
larger recycling bag into the marketplace instead of encouraging consumers to
store Stripes2stripes™ bags within the same bags.

Consumer and Environmental Groups Perspective

Plastic carryout bags, although convenient, have numerous adverse
environmental impacts, including litter and harming marine wildlife. Consumer
and environmental groups cited many of the same studies used throughout this
report to support their claims.

In addition, these groups also emphasize that local governments should further
promote a “reduce, reuse, and recycle” philosophy that educates consumers and
businesses on the need to reduce overall plastic carryout bag usage through the
use of reusable bags. To discourage the use of plastic carryout bags and curb
litter, consumer and environmental groups support a ban or fee on each plastic
carryout bag consumed.
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List of Contacted Stakeholders

A number of stakeholders were contacted to participate in preparation of this
report. Below is a list of those stakeholders.

Table 10 -- Stakeholder List

1 Bag at a Time

Algalita Marine Research Foundation

Ballona Creek Renaissance

Californians Against Waste

California Coastal Commission

California Grocers Association

Callifornia Integrated Waste Management Board

California Restaurant Association

City of Los Angeles (Public Works/Sanitation Department)

Command Packaging
Crown Poly
DePoly Degradable Solutions

Earth Resource Foundation
Ek & Ek, A Lobbyist and Public Advocacy Firm

Environmental Charter High School/Green Ambassadors

Friends of Ballona Wetlands

Keep California Beautiful
Heal the Bay
Los Angeles Audubon Society

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce

Los Cerritos Wetlands Stewards

Natural Resources Defense Council

Parent Teachers Association Representative

Plastic Recycling Corporation of California

Progressive Bag Alliance

Rose & Kindel/Plastics Association

Santa Monica Baykeepers
Sierra Club, Los Angeles Chapter
Stephen Joseph “Stripes to Stripes”
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CHAPTER 8

FINDINGS AND OPTIONS

Key Findings

(0]

Plastic carryout bags have been found to significantly contribute to
litter and have other negative impacts on marine wildlife and the
environment.

Biodegradable carryout bags are not a practical solution to this issue in
Los Angeles County because there are no local commercial composting
facilities able to process the biodegradable carryout bags at this time.

Reusable bags contribute towards environmental sustainability over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Accelerating the widespread use of reusable bags will diminish plastic
bag litter and redirect environmental preservation efforts and resources
towards “greener” practices.

Alternatives for the Board of Supervisors to Consider

Since plastic carryout bags distributed at supermarkets and other large retail
outlets contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, the County plastic bag
working group recommends reducing the prevalence of these bags as a first
priority. The working group seeks to subsequently investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags at the remaining retail
establishments throughout the County.

Based on the above factors, the following alternatives are presented to the Board
for consideration. Supplementary measures are also provided below to further
strengthen the main alternatives.

(@]

ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets
and Retail Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group
(consisting of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Internal Services
Department, Public Works, and other County departments/agencies as
appropriate) to draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large
supermarkets and retail stores. Al large supermarkets and retail stores
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voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag
consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This exemption would
provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a mechanism (the
consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall consumption.
The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The Ordinance
would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to
work with affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and
promote awareness of the upcoming ban.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags At Large Supermarkets
And Retail Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 35%.

o July 1, 2013, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 70%.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to
draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and
retail stores. The ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 35%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 70%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee
(e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the
Ordinance. This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores,
while providing a mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness
in reducing overall consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by
the affected store. The Ordinance would aiso define “large supermarkets and
retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with
grocersfindustry to establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference
between total consumption and recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic
carryout bags, and increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (within
the constraints of Assembly Bill 2449).

The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities
containing a majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter
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into a Memorandum of Understanding with the County banning plastic
carryout bags.

o ALTERNATIVE 3 - Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of
Assembly Bill 2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

To complement the alternatives identified above, the working group also
recommends implementing all of the following supplementary measures. Each of
these measures may be implemented in addition to whichever alternative is
selected by the Board:

A.

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County
plastic bag working group, to implement a comprehensive public
education campaign, and create partnerships with large supermarkets,
retail stores, and elementary schools to promote reusable bags over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board
consideration prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at
all County-owned facilities and County offices.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88

cities in Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and
other funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education
campaign as described in Supplementary Measure A above.

. Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the

County’s Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local
governments from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or
implementing other at-store recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with
funds directed to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter
prevention and cleanup efforts; or implement statewide
benchmarks to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags; or
implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.
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. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail
establishments, as well as evaluate paper bag usage throughout the
County.

. Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag
litter.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee
to assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including
tracking the reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean
Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual

progress report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets and Retail
Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group (consisting
of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Intemal Services Department, Public
Works, and other County departments/agencies as appropriate) to draft an ordinance
banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores. Al large
supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on
each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This
exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a
mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall
consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The
Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to work with
affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and promote awareness of
the upcoming ban.

Supplementary Measures

A.  Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

B. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration
prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.

C. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags.

D. Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

E. Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments

from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;
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o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to
assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress

report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets and Retail
Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, if the bag disposal rate does not decrease by a minimum of
35 percent.

o July 1, 2013, if the bag disposal rate does not decrease by a minimum of
70 percent.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to draft an
ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores. The
ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not decrease by a
minimum of 35 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not decrease by a
minimum of 70 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g.,
10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance.
This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a
mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall
consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The
Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with grocers/industry to
establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference between total consumption and
recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags, and increase the recycling
rate of plastic carryout bags (within the constraints of Assembly Bill 2449).

The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities containing a
majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding with the County banning plastic carryout bags.

Supplementary Measures

A.  Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

B. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration

prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.
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Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags. ’

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments
from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on piastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to
assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress

report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 — Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of Assembly Bill
2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

A.

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration
prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments
from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to

assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.
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I.  Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress
report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 4 — The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail
stores, the plastic bag industry, and environmental organizations, will develop a
voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction Program to: promote reusable bags,
increase at-store recycling of plastic bags, promote public awareness of litter
impacts and consumer responsibility, and reduce the consumption of plastic and
paper bags. If the goals of this program are not achieved, the Board will
reevaluate this issue.

To reduce plastic bag litter and promote a change in consumer behavior, request the
County’s working group (in close partnership with large supermarkets, retail stores,
industry, recycling and waste management companies, cities, environmental
organizations, and consumers) to develop a comprehensive Single Use Bag Reduction
Program by July 1, 2008 aimed at reducing disposable single use bag consumption,
encouraging the use of reusable bags, increasing at-store recycling of plastic bags and
promoting public awareness of litter impacts and consumer responsibility Countywide.

Single Use Bag Reduction Program
The Bag Reduction Program should include the following elements:

Large Supermarket and Retail Store Responsibilities

Each large supermarket and retail store will develop and implement store-specific
programs from a menu of options. The list of options would include the following key
components:

1. A plan to train store personnel to promote the purchase/use of reusable bags,
smart bagging techniques to reduce single use bag consumption, and increased
promotion of at-store recycling of plastic bags.

2. Establishing incentives for reducing single use bag consumption, such as reusable
bag credits, a per-bag fee for single use bags, or other incentives.

3. Participation in reusable bag promotions and other educational efforts, including
reusable bag giveaways, consumer education programs, elementary school
programs, and other opportunities for promoting environmental awareness.

4.  Providing in-kind contributions of food and beverages at public events.

Manufacturer and Trade Association Responsibilities

1. Encourage members and other retailers to participate in the Bag Reduction
Program.

2. Provide technical assistance to other retailers on how to set up at-store recycling
programs.
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Participate in media events to promote the Bag Reduction Program.

Work with large supermarkets and retailer stores to provide the County working
group with plastic bag consumption and plastic film recycling data, as required by
Assembly Bill 2449, on a semi-annual basis, following the development of a
reporting framework by the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

County Working Group Responsibilities

The success of the Bag Reduction Program will be the result of efforts made by all
stakeholders, including the County. In order to maximize the effectiveness of the Bag
Reduction Program, the County working group (in close partnership with large
supermarkets, retail stores, industry, recycling and waste management companies,
cities, environmental organizations, and consumers) will:

1.

2.

10.

Facilitate reguiar stakeholder meetings.
Establish participation level goals for the Bag Reduction Program.
Define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Create a program to recognize large supermarkets and retailer stores who have
shown a commitment to participating in this Bag Reduction Program.

Purchase reusable bags for large-scale giveaways to promote consumer use of
reusable bags.

Work with County departments and facilities to reduce the consumption of single
use bags.

Work with the 88 Cities in Los Angeles County to create a region-wide coordinated
and consistent anti-litter campaign and expand the Bag Reduction Program
Countywide.

Work with experts to develop and expand the recycling market infrastructure.

Develop public educational materials that promote reusable bags and at-store
recycling.

Develop strategies to reduce the consumption and disposal of all single use bags

and maximize the post-consumer recycled content of all bags provided to the
public.
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11.

12.

13.

Establish the disposal rate measurement methodology used to evaluate the
success of the County goals (as described below), based on reduction in
consumption and increased at-store recycling, while fully protecting confidential
industry information.

Develop quarterly progress reports to the Board regarding implementation of the
Bag Reduction Program.

Six months prior to each milestone date identified in the County goals below,
develop a report in concert with all stakeholders which measures the success of
the Bag Reduction Program, identifies barriers to success, and makes
recommendations for adjustments to the methodology and/or goals, as
appropriate.

County Goals

The Board will reevaluate this issue, and the need for stronger measures, up to and
including a ban, if the following County goals are not achieved:

1.

Reduce the disposal rate of plastic bags by:
a. A minimum of 35 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by July 1, 2010.

b. A minimum of 70 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by July 1, 2013.
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ALTERNATIVE 5 - The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail
stores, the plastic bag industry, environmental organizations, recyclers and other
key stakeholders will develop a voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program to: promote reusable bags, increase at-store recycling of
plastic bags, reduce consumption of single use bags, increase post-consumer
recycled content of paper bags, and promote public awareness of litter impacts
and consumer responsibility. In addition, an ordinance aimed at implementing a
plastic bag ban, to be effective if the County program goals are not met, will be
brought to the Board for adoption.

To reduce plastic bag litter and promote a change in consumer behavior, the County’s
working group (in close partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, industry,
recycling and waste management companies, cities, environmental organizations, and
consumers) will develop a comprehensive Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program no later than July 1, 2008. The County working group, at a minimum, consists
of all Supervisorial Districts, the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works,
Internal Services Department and Department of Public Health. The goals of the
program include promoting reusable bags, increasing at-store recycling of plastic bags,
reducing single- use bag consumption, increasing the post-consumer recycled content
of paper bags, and promoting public awareness of litter impacts and consumer
responsibility Countywide.

Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program
The Bag Reduction Program shall include the following minimum elements:

Large Supermarket and Retail Store Responsibilities

Each large supermarket and retail store will develop and implement store-specific
programs from a menu of options within each of the following key components:

1. A plan to train store personnel to promote the purchase/use of reusable bags,
smart bagging techniques to reduce single use bag consumption, and increased
promotion of at-store recycling of plastic bags.

2.  Establishing incentives for reducing single use bag consumption, such as reusable
bag credits, a per-bag fee for single use bags, or other incentives.

3. Participation in reusable bag promotions and other educational efforts, including
reusable bag giveaways, consumer education programs, elementary school
programs, in-kind contributions, and other opportunities for promoting
environmental awareness.
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Manufacturer and Trade Association Responsibilities

1. Encourage members and other retailers to participate in the Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program and in promoting the recycling of single-use bags.

2. Provide technical assistance to other retailers and County staff on how to set up
at-store recycling programs so that the coliected materials are marketable.

3. Participate in media events to promote the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

4. Work with large supermarkets and retail stores to provide the County with plastic
bag consumption and at-store recycling data (including end markets for recovered
plastic bags), as required by Assembly Bill 2449, on a semi-annual basis (reporting
dates anticipated to be by April 1 and October 1 each year beginning in 2008),
following the development of a reporting framework by the California Integrated
Waste Management Board.

5. Work with large supermarkets and retail stores to promote the use of at least 40
percent post-consumer recycled content paper bags by January 1, 2009.

County Working Group Responsibilities

The success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program will be the result of efforts
made by all stakeholders, including the County. In order to maximize the effectiveness
of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program, the County working group (in close
partnership with large supermarkets, retail stores, industry, recycling and waste
management companies, cities, environmental organizations, and consumers) will:

1. Facilitate regular stakeholder meetings on at least a quarterly basis.

2. Define “large supermarkets and retail” stores. At a minimum, the definition would
include all stores required to comply with Assembly Bill 2449.

3. Develop the framework for the store-specific programs under “Large Supermarkets
and Retail Store Responsibilities” no later than July 1, 2008. The framework would
establish minimum participation expectations, including participation levels and
minimum program implementation at each store. In order to encourage
participation by individual stores and expand the Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program’s effectiveness, minimum participation expectations would be adjusted
annually.

4. Create a program to recognize large supermarkets and retailer stores who have
shown a commitment to participating in the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

5. Purchase reusable bags for large-scale giveaways to promote consumer use of
reusable bags.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Work with County departments and facilities to phase out the purchase and use of
single use plastic bags, and maximize the recycled content of paper bags, meeting
a minimum 40 percent recycled content.

Develop performance measurements and indicators that reflect the Bag Reduction
and Recycling Program outcomes.

Communicate and collaborate with the 88 Cities in Los Angeles County and local
Council of Governments to create a Countywide coordinated and consistent anti-
litter campaign, and develop a sample resolution for cities to adopt the Bag
Reduction and Recycling Program.

The County, in collaboration with participating cities, would identify “hot spots”
where plastic bag litter is acute, based on existing studies, and establish additional
litter prevention programs (including best management practices and a framework
for measuring litter reduction in these hot spots).

Work with the State and other experts to develop and expand the recycling market
infrastructure.

Develop public educational materials that promote reusable bags and at-store
recycling with a consistent message, and work with County departmental recycling
coordinators to ensure distribution of promotional materials to employees and at
facilities, events, or other appropriate opportunities.

Develop strategies to reduce the consumption and disposal and increase the
recycling of all single use bags and maximize the post-consumer recycled content
of all bags provided to the public in order to help develop markets for recyclable
materials and decrease use of raw materials.

Establish the disposal rate measurement methodology to evaluate the success of
the County goals (as described below). At a minimum, the methodology will
measure the reduction in consumption of plastic bags, increased at-store recycling
of plastic bags, and plastic bags recovered at recycling facilities, on a semi-annual
basis, while fully protecting confidential industry information. The County shall
establish a framework by which the data submitted is confirmed to be accurate and
verifiable on a regular basis.

Develop semi-annual progress reports to the Board regarding implementation of
the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

60 days prior to each milestone date identified in the County Goals below, develop
a report in concert with all stakeholders which measures the success of the Bag
Reduction and Recycling Program, identifies barriers to success, and makes
recommendations for adjustments to the methodology and/or goals, as
appropriate.
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County Goals to Measure the Success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program

The County working group will work collaboratively towards the following goals, which
will serve to measure the success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

County Goals

Using total consumption for Fiscal Year 2007-08 as the baseline, reduce the disposal
rate of plastic bags by:

a. A minimum of 35 percent by the end of Fiscal Year 2009-10.
b. A minimum of 70 percent by the end of Fiscal Year 2012-13.
Enforcement

To ensure the success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program, County Counsel,
with input from the County working group, will draft an ordinance by April 1, 2009
banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores, upon completion
of any necessary environmental review in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act. This ban, which would require Board of Supervisors’ prior approval of the
ordinance, could be effective as early as July 1, 2010, if either of the above County
Goals are not met by the prescribed deadlines.

Within the report provided to the Board 60 days prior to each milestone date above, the
County working group shall make a determination, in concert with stakeholders,
regarding the success of the program and implementation of the County Goals. In
making this determination, the County working group will take into consideration “good
faith” efforts by stakeholders to achieve these goals, along with additional measures of
success (such as participation levels in the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program,
successful implementation of store-specific programs, and reduction of litter at identified
hot spots, as appropriate). The County working group may recommend to the Board a
one-year extension to meet the County goal, provided the achieved reduction is within a
five percent margin of the County goal and all components of the Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program have been satisfied.
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County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

713 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
(213) 974-1101
http://ceo.lacounty.gov

Board of Supervisors

Chief Executive Officer GLORIA MOLINA

January 22, 2008

The Honorable Board of Supervisors

First District

YVONNE B. BURKE
Second District

ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
Third District

DON KNABE
Fourth District

County of Los Angeles Fifth District
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration

500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

RECYCLING AND PLASTIC BAGS
(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS)
(3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1.

Adopt the “County of Los Angeles’ Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program,” as
detailed in Alternative 5, which provides the framework for implementing voluntary single
use bag reduction and recycling by the County, and large supermarkets and retail stores.
This Program includes specific goals for the reduction of carryout plastic bags and
preparation of an ordinance to ban such plastic bags in County unincorporated areas if
reduction goals are not met by prescribed deadlines.

Instruct the Chief Executive Officer, in partnership with the Directors of Public Works,
Internal Services, Public Health, and the Sanitation Districts, and key stakeholders,
including large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry, environmental
organizations, and recyclers, to implement the voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program by July 1, 2008 that: promotes reusable bags, reduces the use of
disposable plastic bags, increases at-store recycling of plastic bags, increases
post-consumer recycled content of paper bags, and promotes public awareness of litter
impacts and consumer responsibility.

Instruct County Counsel, in consultation with the Chief Executive Office, Public Works,
Internal Services, Public Health, and the Sanitation Districts, to complete by April 1, 2009, a
draft ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores upon
completion of any necessary environmental review in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Receive and file the report entitled, “An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County’”.

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service”

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

On April 10, 2007, your Board instructed the Chief Executive Office (CEO) to work with the Directors
of Internal Services and Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental protection and
grocer organizations to: 1) investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to that of San Francisco;
including the impact and unintended consequences an ordinance would have on recycling efforts in
Los Angeles County; 2) inventory and assess the impact of current campaigns that urge recycling of
paper and plastic sacks; and 3) report to your Board on findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste.

A County Recycling Workgroup (Workgroup) including representatives of all Board offices, the
CEO, the Departments of Public Works, Internal Services, and Public Health, and the County
Sanitation Districts reviewed a number of issues and options. A Recycling Stakeholder Meeting was
held on June 25, 2007 to solicit input from business interests, consumers, environmentalists, and
recycling vendors. In August 2007, the Workgroup completed an interim report entitled, “An
Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County” (Attachment 1) which addressed the key
elements of the Board motion including the: 1) manufacture, distribution, and use of plastic carryout
bags in Los Angeles County; 2) fiscal, environmental, and public health impacts created by the
consumption of plastic bags; and 3) alternatives to plastic bag consumption.

Polyethylene Plastic and Paper Sack Consumption in Los Angeles County

Each year, 6 billion plastic bags are consumed in Los Angeles County, the equivalent of 600 bags
per person per year. Annually, approximately 45,000 tons of plastic carryout bags are disposed by
residents Countywide with less than 5 percent of all plastic carryout bags being recycled.
Comparatively, approximately 117,000 tons of paper carryout bags are disposed by residents
Countywide with approximately 21 percent of all paper bags being recycled. The weight of paper
results in a higher disposal tonnage when compared to plastic carryout bags.

Despite the greater disposal tonnage of paper as compared to plastic carryout bags, the initial
efforts of the Workgroup focused on plastic bags since they create a serious litter blight problem
within the County. Empty plastic bags are often windblown and pollute surrounding waterways,
business districts, and neighborhoods. Plastic bags entangle in brush and trees, litter beaches, and
cling to fencing along County streets. Plastic carryout bags are particularly problematic for wildlife,
especially marine and other aquatic life, that mistake the bags for food, such as jelly fish, and ingest
the plastic material or are suffocated by the bags.

To tackle the litter problem, including plastic carryout bag litter, public agencies in Los Angeles
County collectively spend tens of millions of dollars per year on litter prevention, cleanup, and
enforcement activities. The cost to local governments is expected to dramatically rise over the next
few years as agencies strive to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act. For example, the County
Flood Control District spends $18 million a year on street sweeping, catch basin cleanout, cleanup
programs and litter prevention, and educational efforts, in part attributable to plastic carryout bag
litter.
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Plastic carryout bags were addressed at the State level with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 2449
(Levine). Effective July 1, 2007, AB 2449 requires all supermarkets with gross annual sales of
$2 million or more and all retail stores over 10,000 square feet in size with a licensed pharmacy to
make at-store containers available for collection and recycling of plastic carryout bags, as well as
provide reusable bags for purchase. Affected supermarkets and retail stores must maintain
specified records, including the number of plastic carryout bags shipped to the store and the weight
of all plastic carryout bags recycled, and submit this information to the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on an annual basis. Although the primary objective of AB 2449 is to provide
. consumers a convenient place to recycle their plastic carryout bags (currently less than 5 percent of
plastic bags are recycled), the legislation does not include consumption reduction or recycling
benchmarks. In addition, AB 2449 prohibits any public agency, including local governments, from
imposing a point-of-purchase fee for plastic carryout bags or adopting additional requirements that
may “interfere” with AB 2449 (such as additional reporting requirements or recycling mandates).

San Francisco Ordinance Banning Distribution of Non-Biodegradable Plastic Bags

On March 22, 2007, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic bags. Effective November 20, 2007, all San Francisco
supermarket stores that generate $2 million or more in annual gross sales, can only provide their
customers the following three choices:

e Compostable plastic carryout bags;
» Paper bags made of at least 40 percent post-consumer waste; or
* Reusable bags

Initial findings indicate that most supermarkets in San Francisco have found it easiest to comply by
offering paper bags, while also offering reusable bags for sale as required by AB 2449. It should be
noted that Los Angeles County’s recycling infrastructure is different than San Francisco’s, in that no
commercial composting facility exists in Los Angeles County to process biodegradable, compostable
plastic carryout bags. The nearest composting facilities are located in Kern County and
San Bernardino County. Since transporting biodegradable plastic bags to distant commercial
composting facilities involves higher service costs and contributes to traffic congestion and air
pollution, it is not a desirable alternative.

In addition, biodegradable carryout bags must be collected separately from other bags in orderto be
effectively composted and prevent contamination of the recycling stream. F urthermore, the use of
biodegradable carryout bags would not eliminate the litter problem nor protect marine wildlife since
they have the same general characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight and persistent in the
marine environment).

In a related manner, the City of Oakland recently passed a plastic bag ban similar to the ordinance
adopted by San Francisco. However, on August 3, 2007, the Coalition to Support Plastic Bag
Recycling filed a petition for writ of mandate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
in Alameda Superior Court. The Coalition alleges that Oakland failed to analyze the ordinance's
potential environmental impact as required by CEQA. This lawsuit is pending.
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Current Paper and Plastic Recycling Campaigns

A survey of the 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County revealed that 25 cities currently allow their
residents to recycle their plastic carryout bags at curbside. These bags are taken to a recycling or
materials recovery facility where they are sent for disposal, or in some cases sorted, baled, and sold
on the open market, mostly the foreign open market where the material is converted to plastic resin
for remanufacturing or incinerated for energy. Over 90 percent of the plastic carryout bags taken to
materials recovery facilities on a Countywide basis are not recycled but instead taken to landfills,
since:

*» Plastic carryout bags usually have a high contamination rate due to reuse as a household trash
bin liner or by coming into contact with other contaminants.

» Plastic carryout bags interfere with machinery and have a tendency to jam the screens used to
separate materials.

» ltis currently not cost efficient to recycle plastic carryout bags due to the lack of suitable
markets.

Further information on current paper and plastic recycling campaigns can be found in Attachment I,
“An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County”.

Findings and Recommendation

The Report determined that since plastic carryout bags distributed at large supermarkets and retail
stores contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, reducing the prevalence of these bags
should be a priority. The Report identified the following three alternatives for your Board’s
consideration:
Alternative 1

Ban plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores one year after the adoption of a
County ordinance.

Alternative 2
Ban plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores effective:

e July 1, 2010, if the plastic carryout bag disposal rate has not decreased by a minimum of
35 percent prior to that date;

* July 1, 2013, if the plastic carryout bag disposal rate has not decreased by a minimum of
70 percent prior to that date.
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Alternative 3

Status Quo with County monitoring of the State’s recently established at-store collection and
recycling program for plastic carryout bags, pursuant to AB 2449.

Based on extensive input from key industry and environmental stakeholders regarding the above
three alternatives, the Workgroup developed additional solution-oriented alternatives in an effort to
work towards consensus among stakeholders on this issue. Key stakeholders included the
California Grocers’ Association, the Progressive Bag Alliance, Crown Poly, the American Chemistry
Council, Heal the Bay, Californians Against Waste, One Bag At A Time, the City of Los Angeles,
Assembly Member Levine’s Office (author of AB 2449), and members of the public.

Several issues were discussed including creation of public education programs, development of
disposal reduction goals, and establishment of monitoring and enforcement requirements. One of
the major areas of concern and discussion among stakeholders focused on development of a
well-balanced approach. Environmental group representatives expressed support for Alternative 1
since they believed it would result in the greatest positive impact on the environment in the shortest
amount of time. Conversely, industry and grocer representatives supported Alternative 3 because
they oppose an outright ban and do not believe they should be held solely accountable for meeting
benchmarks, which are partially dependent on consumer behavior. Recognizing these divergent
viewpoints, the Workgroup collaborated with stakeholders to develop two additional alternatives:

Alternative 4

The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry, and
environmental organizations, will develop a voluntary single use bag reduction programto: promote
reusable bags, increase at-store recycling of plastic bags, promote public awareness of litter impacts
and consumer responsibility, and reduce the consumption of plastic and paper bags. If the goals of
this program are not achieved, the Board will reevaluate this issue.

Alternative 5

The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, the plastic bag industry,
environmental organizations, recyclers, and other key stakeholders, will implement a voluntary
“Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program” to: promote reusable bags, increase at-store
recycling of plastic bags, reduce consumption of single use bags, increase post-consumer recycled
content of paper bags, and promote public awareness of litter impacts and consumer responsibility.

Alternative 5 is the recommended action since it creates a framework similar to Alternative 4, but
triggers action to establish a ban (subject to adoption of an ordinance by your Board) on the use of
plastic bags at large supermarkets and retails stores if benchmarks - 35 percent by 2010 and
70 percent by 2013 - are not achieved. In addition, Alternate 5 provides for consideration of “good
faith” efforts by stakeholders to achieve the benchmarks, along with additional measures of success
such as participation levels, successful implementation of store-specific programs, and reduction of
litter. Specifically, the Workgroup may recommend to your Board a one-year extension to meet the
benchmarks, provided that the achieved reduction is within five percentage points of benchmark
goals and all components of the framework are developed and implemented.
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The Workgroup recommendation of Alternative 5 is based on extensive evaluation of the issues and
in-depth discussions with key stakeholders. This Alternative:

* Provides for shared responsibility among stakeholders (including the County and the public) for
significantly reducing the plastic carryout bag litter problem;

* Affords large supermarkets and retail stores the opportunity to voluntarily implement
store-specific programs to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags and increase
at-store recycling;

* Incorporates training and public education aspects to successfully bring about behavioral
change;

» Establishes a recourse should these voluntary efforts not achieve the established benchmarks;

* Advances the County’s regional leadership role in accelerating widespread use of reusable
bags; and,

* Allows the County to provide a model program that may be replicated by cities in the County,
thereby creating a broad-based regional effort to effectively reduce plastic bag litter.

A copy of each alternative is included in Attachment il, as well as a table comparing each
alternative.

Immediately banning plastic carryout bags appears on the surface to be the most effective action,
however, because County Counsel has advised that the County’s jurisdictional authority to
implement such a ban is limited to the unincorporated County areas, such a measure would require
broad-based support and participation from other cities to be effective. San Francisco was able to
successfully implement the plastic bag ban due to the fact that the territory for the city and county of
San Francisco are one and the same. This is not true for the County. Since the unincorporated
areas comprise numerous communities, many of which are not contiguous, and only represent
approximately 10 percent of the County’s population, imposition of an immediate ban would result in
a patchwork of regulations that may confuse the public and limit its effectiveness.

Contingent upon successful implementation, the Workgroup may subsequently recommend that
your Board expand these efforts to include other supermarkets and retail stores.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs that we provide Fiscal Responsibility (Goal 4), Children and
Families’ Well-Being (Goal 5), and Community Services (Goal 6). Increasing the use of reusable
bags effectively reduces plastic carryout bag consumption, thus reducing litter and its environmental
impacts in a cost-effective manner while promoting sustainability. Adopting Alternative 5 establishes
a framework whereby the County would collaboratively work with key stakeholders and cities to
accelerate the use of reusable bags and bring about changes in consumer behavior.
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FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The extent of the fiscal impact is unknown at this time. The Workgroup will be collaborating closely
with stakeholders in implementing Alternative 5, which would require moderate staff resources.
Additional resources may be required to augment these activities in the future. Public Works staff
will pursue grants and investigate other funding mechanisms, as available, to complete the
recommended actions.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

None of the recommended actions shall be interpreted or applied as to create any requirement,
power, or duty in conflict with any Federal or State law.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

Prior to adoption of any action that constitutes a project under CEQA, any necessary environmental
review will be completed in compliance with CEQA.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

The recommended actions will decrease the prevalence of plastic carryout bag litter and blight, the
increase in usage of reusable bags, as well as enhanced public education and awareness of
recycling efforts in the County.

CONCLUSION

Plastic carryout bag litter has a significant environmental and ecological impact on Los Angeles
County. Since plastic carryout bags distributed at large supermarkets and other retail stores
contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, we recommend reducing the prevalence of these
bags through adoption of Alternative 5. Alternative 5 provides a framework to successfully reduce
the impact of single-use carryout bags by creating benchmarks for compliance. Based on the
results of this program, the Workgroup will subsequently investigate measures to reduce
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags by other retail establishments throughout the
County.

Respectfully submitted,
WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Officer

WTF.LS
DSP:BK:os

Attachments (2)
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Preface

Report Mandate

On April 10, 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors instructed the
Chief Executive Officer to work with the Director of Internal Services and the
Director of Public Works to solicit input from environmental protection and grocer
organizations to:

o Investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to
that of San Francisco;

o Inventory and assess the impact of the current campaigns that urge
recycling of paper and plastic sacks:;

o Investigate the impact an ordinance similar to the one proposed in
San Francisco would have on recycling efforts in Los Angeles County, and
any unintended consequences of the ordinance; and,

o Report back to the Board with findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste within 90 days.

This report is in response to this Motion. Although the report to the Board of
Supervisors was due on July 9, 2007, a memorandum was sent to the Board of
Supervisors on July 12, 2007 requesting a 45-day extension to incorporate
feedback from interested stakeholders, consumers, industry, and environmental
representatives.

Solid Waste Management Responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles

Pursuant to the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly
Bill 939), the County of Los Angeles undertakes the following solid waste
management functions:

Unincorporated County Areas

o Implements source reduction and recycling programs in the unincorporated
County areas to comply with the State’s 50 percent waste reduction mandate.
In 2004, the County was successful in documenting a 53 percent waste
diversion rate for the unincorporated County areas.

o Operates seven Garbage Disposal Districts, providing solid waste collection,
recycling, and disposal services for over 300,000 residents.

o Implements and administers a franchise solid waste collection system which,
once fully implemented, will provide waste collection, recycling, and disposal
services to over 700,000 residents, and will fund franchise area outreach
programs to enhance recycling and waste reduction operations in
unincorporated County areas that formerly operated under an open market
system.




Countywide
o Implements a variety of innovative Countywide recycling programs, including:

SmartGardening to teach residents about backyard composting and water
wise gardening; Waste Tire Amnesty for convenient waste tire recycling; the
convenient Environmental Hotline and Environmental Resources Internet
Outreach Program; interactive Youth Education/Awareness Programs; and
the renowned Household Hazardous/Electronic Waste Management and
Used Qil Collection Programs.

o Prepares and administers the Countywide Siting Element, which is a planning
document which provides for the County’s long-term solid waste management
disposal needs.

o Administers the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Summary Plan
which describes how all 89 of the jurisdictions Countywide, acting
independently and collaboratively, are complying with the State’s waste
reduction mandate.

o Provides staff for the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Task
Force (Task Force). The Task Force is comprised of appointees from the
League of California Cities, the County Board of Supervisors, the City of Los
Angeles, solid waste industries, environmental groups, governmental
agencies, and the private sector. The County performs the following Task
Force functions:

o Reviews all major solid waste planning documents prepared by all 89
jurisdictions prior to their submittal to the California Integrated Waste
Management Board;

o Assists the Task Force in determining the levels of needs for solid
waste disposal, transfer and processing facilities; and,

o Facilitates the development of multi-jurisdictional marketing strategies
for diverted materials.

Report Organization

The Executive Summary provides an overview of the report; Chapter 1 contains
an introduction and description of the report’s methodology; Chapter 2 provides
the history and overview of plastic carryout bags; Chapter 3 discusses the litter
impacts from plastic carryout bags; Chapter 4 includes general ecosystem,
environmental and public health issues; Chapter 5 compares types and costs of
some reusable bags; Chapter 6 summarizes case studies on plastic carryout
bags in other countries and jurisdictions, including a discussion on San
Francisco’s Ordinance and California’s new at-store recycling program; Chapter
7 provides a summary of stakeholder comments; Chapter 8 contains the report’s
findings and options for the Board of Supervisors to consider.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Key Findings

o Plastic carryout bags have been found to significantly contribute to
litter and have other negative impacts on marine wildlife and the
environment.

o Biodegradable carryout bags are not a practical solution to this issue in
Los Angeles County because there are no local commercial composting
facilities able to process the biodegradable carryout bags at this time.

o Reusable bags contribute towards environmental sustainability over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

o Accelerating the widespread use of reusable bags will diminish plastic
bag litter and redirect environmental preservation efforts and resources
towards “greener” practices.

Background

Increasing Environmental Awareness and Recycling Efforts

In 2006, despite achieving a 50 percent Countywide recycling rate (one of the
highest in the nation), Los Angeles County still disposed over 12 million tons of
trash — this is equivalent to filling the Rose Bowl 34 times. Currently, about
20 percent (7,400 tons per day) of the County’s trash is exported for disposal to
other counties, including Riverside, Orange, and Ventura Counties. By 2020, this
figure could rise to 80 percent due to anticipated population/economic growth
and landfill closures, assuming no landfill expansions or alternatives to landfills
such as conversion technologies are developed. This means more trash being
transported over long distances to other counties, leading to higher trash rates
and added traffic congestion and air pollution.

To reduce the environmental impact of solid waste disposal, the County of
Los Angeles, in partnership with the 88 cities and the private sector, is
aggressively expanding and implementing new source reduction and recycling
programs. Such programs are geared towards raising environmental awareness:
promoting environmental stewardship; and, promoting sustainable uses of
resources.
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Figure 1 -- Typical Landfill Activity

Need to Reduce Plastic Baq Litter

Each year, approximately 6 billion plastic carryout bags are consumed in
Los Angeles County.! This is equivalent to 600 bags per person per year. If tied
together, these bags would form a string long enough to reach the moon and
back, five times.?

Most plastic carryout bags are disposed (less than 5 percent are recycled®) due
to lack of facilities needed to recycle plastic carryout bags. As a result,
approximately 45,000 tons of plastic carryout bags are disposed by residents
countywide each year, comprising approximately 0.4 percent of the 12 million
tons of solid waste disposed each year.*

' California Integrated Waste Management Board, Resolution, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting. Countywide figure is prorated.

2 http://sse.ipl.nasa.qov/planets/proﬁIe.cfm?Obiect=Moon, May 15, 2007. Assumes each bagis 1
foot wide and distance to moon is 238,855 miles.

* California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda Item 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

* California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figure is prorated.
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Although paper carryout bags have a higher recycling rate (21 percent
nationally®), approximately 117,000 tons of paper carryout bags are disposed by
residents countywide each year, comprising approximately 1 percent of the total
12 million tons of solid waste disposed each year.® This tonnage is higher than
the amount of plastic carryout bags disposed because each paper bag weighs
more than a comparable plastic carryout bag.

The indiscriminate littering of plastic carryout bags is an increasing blight
problem. Although plastic carryout bags are inexpensive and have other useful
qualities, they have a propensity to become litter, thus overshadowing these
benefits. Due to their expansive and lightweight characteristics, wind easily
carries these bags airborne like parachutes. They end up entangled in brush,
tossed around along freeways, and caught on fences. Because it is often white
or brightly colored and difficult to collect, plastic carryout bag litter is a greater
eyesore and nuisance than other littered materials. For this reason, there is an
increasing need to diminish the prevalence of plastic carryout bags to maintain a
clean and healthy environment, positively enhance the County’s recreational and
tourism economy, and improve the quality of life for ali residents countywide.

Figure 2 -- Seal Chewing on a Plastic Bag
(Courtesy of the Whale Rescue Team)

® US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.
® California Integrated Waste Management Board's 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figure is prorated.
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Public agencies collectively spend tens of millions of dollars annually on litter
prevention, cleanup, and enforcement activities. The litter coliected is composed
of constituents including plastic carryout bags. Additionally, the cost to local
governments in Los Angeles County is expected to dramatically rise over the
next few years in order to comply with Federal Clean Water Act. For example,
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control
District annually spend $18 million per year on, but not limited to, street
sweeping, catch basin cleanouts, cleanup programs, and litter prevention and
education efforts.

Communities within close proximity to landfills and other solid waste processing
faciliies are especially impacted as plastic carryout bags escape from trash
trucks while traveling or emptying their loads. Although trucks and facilities are
required to provide cover and fences, carryout bags manage to escape despite
Best Management Practices (BMPs) including using roving patrols to pickup
littered bags. Inevitably the cost for cleanup is passed on to residents in the form
of higher disposal costs. Despite the efforts of various cleanup activities and
thousands of residents who annually volunteer countless hours in beach,
roadside (e.g., Adopt-A-Highway programs), park, and neighborhood cleanups,
plastic carryout bag litter remains a significant problem.

Figure 3 -- Plastic Carryout Bags Ruin The Otherwise Scenic
Landscape Along Columbia Way In Paimdale
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Reusable Bags

Upon comprehensively evaluating the environmental, ecological, and litter
impacts of various types of carryout bags, it is conclusive that the widespread
use of reusable bags in lieu of plastic and paper carryout bags would be socially,
ecologically and economically beneficial. Facilitating the increased use of
reusable bags would conserve energy and natural resources, reduce the total
volume of waste disposed in landfills, diminish plastic bag litter, and invite
citizens to actively participate in practices that promote a clean and sustainable
environment.

Specifically, benefits of widespread use of reusable bags include the following:

o Fewer plastic carryout bags littering neighborhoods.

o Decreased likelihood of plastic bag litter negatively impacting the marine
environment (marine wildlife, such as sea turtles and whales, ingest littered
plastic carryout bags, which they mistake for food).

o Significant cost savings to taxpayers (e.g., less money spent on litter
prevention/cleanup/enforcement resulting from plastic bag litter).

o An environmental cycle motivated by less waste generated, fewer natural
resources consumed, reduced energy consumption, and less air and water
pollution from manufacturing, transportation, and recycling/disposal
processes.

o Grocers’ costs for purchasing plastic and paper carryout bags would no
longer be passed on to customers.

o Consistent with the intent of Assembly Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statutes) “to
encourage the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to
reduce the consumption of single-use bags.”

o Assists in the development of the emerging “green economy” by spurring the
reusable bag industry.

As environmental awareness gains momentum, the timing is optimal for instilling
the importance of sustainable practices. One of the most pressing needs now,
as landfill capacity become scarce, is to maximize our waste reduction and reuse
efforts.

! Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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Biodegradable Carryout Bags

Biodegradable carryout bag usage in Los Angeles County is not practical at this
time, due to the lack of commercial composting facilities needed to process the
biodegradable carryout bags. The nearest facilities are located in Kern and San
Bernardino Counties.® Since transporting biodegradable carryout bags to distant
commercial composting facilities involves higher services rates, increased traffic
congestion and adds to air pollution, it is less ideal in comparison to other
alternatives that involve local operations.

Additionally, the use of biodegradable carryout bags would not alleviate the litter
problem or potential harm to marine wildlife since they have the same general
characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight, persistent in the marine
environment, etc.). Furthermore, the presence of biodegradable carryout bags in
the recycling stream could potentially jeopardize plastic recycling programs
through contamination, and reduce the quality of plastic resins.  This
contamination could ultimately result in batches of recyclable plastic materials or
biodegradable carryout bags being landfilled.

® California Integrated Waste Management Board's Solid Waste Information System (SWIS),
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search .asp
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State Law and Other Relevant Issues

The majority of plastic carryout bags consumed in the County are distributed at
supermarket checkout stands. Because supermarket bags are lighter and
thinner than bags used at other retail stores, they have a higher propensity to
become litter. To address this and other issues, California adopted Assembly
Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statues) in 2006, whose goal was to “encourage the use
of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of
single-use carryout bags.”

AB 2449, which became effective July 1, 2007, requires all large supermarkets
and retail stores to make available at-store containers for the collection and
recycling of plastic carryout bags, and reusable bags for purchase. Although this
requirement may increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (currently at
less than 5 percent), no recycling rate benchmarks were established. Moreover,
AB 2449 also included a clause which prohibits local governments from imposing
a fee on plastic carryout bags or otherwise “interfering” with the at-store plastic
bag recycling program.

Since a fee cannot be imposed on plastic carryout bags, another option for local
governments to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags is to implement
a ban. The implementation of such a ban, in conjunction with supplementary
measures not pre-empted by AB 2449, are described below.

Alternatives for the Board of Supervisors to Consider

Since plastic carryout bags distributed at supermarkets and other large retail
outlets contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, the County plastic bag
working group recommends reducing the prevalence of these bags as a first
priority. The working group seeks to subsequently investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags at the remaining retail
establishments throughout the County.

Based on the above factors, the following alternatives are presented to the Board
for consideration. Supplementary measures are also provided below to further
strengthen the main alternatives.

o ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets
and Retail Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group
(consisting of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Internal Services
Department, Public Works, and other County departments/agencies as

2 Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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appropriate) to draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large
supermarkets and retail stores. All large supermarkets and retail stores
voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag
consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This exemption would
provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a mechanism (the
consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall consumption.
The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The Ordinance
would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to
work with affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and
promote awareness of the upcoming ban.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags At Large Supermarkets
And Retail Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 35%.

o July 1, 2013, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 70%.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to
draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and
retail stores. The ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 35%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 70%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee
(e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the
Ordinance. This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores,
while providing a mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness
in reducing overall consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by
the affected store. The Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and
retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with
grocersfindustry to establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference
between total consumption and recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic
carryout bags, and increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (within
the constraints of Assembly Bill 244 ).
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The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities
containing a majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding with the County banning plastic
carryout bags.

o ALTERNATIVE 3 — Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of
Assembly Bill 2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

To complement the alternatives identified above, the working group also
recommends implementing all of the following supplementary measures. Each of
these measures may be implemented in addition to whichever alternative is
selected by the Board:

A

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County
plastic bag working group, to implement a comprehensive public
education campaign, and create partnerships with large supermarkets,
retail stores, and elementary schools to promote reusable bags over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board

consideration prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at
all County-owned facilities and County offices.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88
cities in Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and
other funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education
campaign as described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the
County’s Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local
governments from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or
implementing other at-store recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with
funds directed to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter
prevention and cleanup efforts; or implement statewide
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benchmarks to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags; or
implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail
establishments, as well as evaluate paper bag usage throughout the
County.

. Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag
litter.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee
to assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including
tracking the reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean
Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual

progress report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Iintroduction

Description of Motion

On April 10, 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors instructed the
Chief Executive Officer to work with the Director of Internal Services and the
Director of Public Works to solicit input from outside environmental protection
and grocer organizations to:

o Investigate the issue of polyethylene plastic and paper sack consumption
in the County, including the pros and cons of adopting a policy similar to
that of San Francisco;

o Inventory and assess the impact of the current campaigns that urge
recycling of paper and plastic sacks;

o Investigate the impact an ordinance similar to the one proposed in San
Francisco would have on recycling efforts in Los Angeles County, and any
unintended consequences of the ordinance; and,

o Report back to the Board with findings and recommendations to reduce
grocery and retail sack waste within 90 days.

This report is in response to this Motion. Although the report to the Board of
Supervisors was due on July 9, 2007, a memorandum was sent to the Board of
Supervisors on July 12, 2007 requesting a 45-day extension to incorporate
feedback from interested stakeholders, consumers, industry, and environmental
representatives.

Background on Current Disposal Conditions

Los Angeles County has the most extensive and complex solid waste system in
the nation. It covers an area of 4,752 square miles and encompasses 88 cities
and 140 unincorporated communities. Home to more than 10.2 million people,
Los Angeles County is the most populous county in the nation, having a larger
population than 42 states and 162 countries.’® One in three Californian’s live in
Los Angeles County. The County’s population is expected to increase to

" Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, Los Angeles County Profile, May
2006.
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approximately 11 million people by 2020."" If it were a country, Los Angeles
County would rank 17" in the world in terms of Gross Domestic Product.'? This
vigorous population growth, coupled with comparable increases in economic
activity, will have a major impact on the solid waste management infrastructure in
Los Angeles County.

In 1989, the California Legislature passed the California Integrated Waste
Management Act (Assembly Bill 939). Assembly Bill 939 requires every city and
county to divert 50 percent of solid waste generated from landfill disposal,
otherwise face a fine of $10,000 per day. Counties have the added responsibility
of managing the residual trash that remains after recycling.

Since 1990, numerous programs have been implemented at the city and County
levels, including curbside recycling, construction and demolition waste recycling,
and business recycling enhancement programs. In addition, the County has
implemented Countywide recycling programs to assist jurisdictions to comply
with Assembly Bill 939, such as the Countywide Household Hazardous
Waste/Electronic Waste Management Program, the Waste Tire Collection
Program, and the SmartGardening Program.

In 2006, despite achieving a 50 percent Countywide recycling rate (one of the
highest in the nation), Los Angeles County disposed over 12 million tons of trash
— this is equivalent to filling the Rose Bowl 34 times. Currently, about 20 percent
(7,400 tons per day) of the County’s trash is exported for disposal to other
counties, including Riverside, Orange, and Ventura Counties. By 2020, this
figure could rise to 80 percent due to anticipated population/economic growth
and landfill closures, assuming no landfill expansions or alternatives to landfills
such as conversion technologies are developed. This means more trash being
transported over long distances to neighboring counties, leading to higher trash
rates and added traffic congestion and air pollution.

To reduce the environmental impact of solid waste disposal, the County of
Los Angeles, in partnership with the 88 cities and the private sector, is
aggressively expanding and implementing new source reduction and recycling
programs. Such programs are geared towards raising environmental awareness;
promoting environmental stewardship; and, promoting sustainable uses of
resources.

Methodology Used

To comprehensively assess the ecological, environmental, and financial impacts
of carryout bags on Los Angeles County, published studies from around the

" os Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, L.A. Stats, June 2006.
12 http:/flacounty.info/miscellany.pdi, May 15, 2007.
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world were reviewed and analyzed. In addition, surveys of major grocery and
retail stores, solid waste facilities, Caltrans, cities, and County departments were
conducted to gather information on prevailing recycling, litter, and cleanup
methods and costs. Several public and environmental interest groups, industry
and manufacturing trade organizations were also consuited regarding plastic
carryout bag consumption and management, litter impacts, and cleanup efforts.
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CHAPTER 2

OVERVIEW OF PLASTIC CARRYOUT BAGS

Overview

Plastic carryout bags were first introduced into the marketplace in 1975."® Since
then, plastic carryout bags have become an integral part of our everyday custom
because they are convenient, inexpensive, and functional. They are sometimes
reused to line trash cans, collect pet waste, and for general storage purposes.
Below is a history of plastic carryout bags as well as relevant facts and figures.

Plastic Bag History

1975:

1977:

1996:

2002:

2006:

2007:

Montgomery Ward, Sears, J.C. Penny, Jordan Marsh, and other large
retail stores were the first to switch to plastic merchandise bags.™

Supermarkets began offering plastic carryout bags."®
Four of every five grocery stores use plastic carryout bags.'®

Ireland introduced the first consumer plastic carryout bag fee (20¢ [U.S.]
per bag)."”

California passed legislation mandating at-store recycling of plastic
carryout bags, by all large supermarkets and retail businesses beginning
July 1, 2007.1®

San Francisco becomes the first U.S. city to ban the use of non-
biodegradable plastic carryout bags at all large supermarkets and
pharmacy chains.

3 www.plasticsindustry.org/about/fbf/environment.htm#plasticbaghistory, May 3, 2007.

" Ibid.
" Ibid.
' Ibid.

7 http://www.environ.ie/en/Environment/Waste/PlasticBaqs/News/MainBodv,3199,en.htm, May 1,

2007.

'® Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.
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Table 1 -- Plastic and Paper Bag Statistics

nnual Plastic Bag Consumption Rate

Worldwide Between 500 billion and 1 trillion™

National 380 billion plastic carryout bags,
sacks, wraps per yeal

California <20 billion™ ~

Countywide 6 billion**

Unincorporated County area 600 miltion™

Percentage of Overall Disposal Waste Stream?

Plastic Carryout Bags 0.4 percent by weight

Paper Carryout Bags 1 percent by weight

Annual Rate of Disposal at Landfills”™
Plastic Carryout Bags

California 147,038 tons

Countywide 45,000 tons
Paper Carryout Bags

California 386,097 tons

Countywide 117,000 tons

Annual Rate of Recycling

Plastic Carryout Bags
National <5 percent™®
California <5 percent”’
Countywide <5 percent™

Paper Carryout Bags

19 http://www.epa.gov/oamsrpod/hcsc/0613326/att10.pdf May 2007

20 http://www.epa.gov/region1/communities/shopbags.html, May 14, 2007.

4 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Resolution, Agenda Item 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

*2 prorated from the State figure.

% Ibid. ,

# California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7.

% California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 2004 Statewide Characterization Study,
Table 7. Countywide figures are prorated from State figures.

%% US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7.

%" California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

%8 Assumed State rate applies to Los Angeles County.
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National 21 percent™

California 21 percent™

Countywide 21 percent™

Cost to Purchase

Plastic Carryout Bags 2 - 5 cents each™
Paper Carryout Bags 5 - 23 cents each™
Biodegradable Carryout Bags 8 — 17 cents each™

How Are Plastic Carryout Bags Manufactured?

Plastic resin is created by taking chemical chains called polymers commonly
found in petroleum and natural gas processing, and connecting them together
using heat and pressure to create plastic resins. The plastic resin is heated in a
chamber and pushed through an opening (called a die) by air, which cools the
heated plastic, and creates the air pocket of the plastic bag. After the plastic
sheet is cooled, it is guided through several rollers to flatten and stretch the film
to size the width of the bag. Once properly sized, the final step is to cut the
plastic sheet into appropriate size bags.

It is estimated that there are at least nine companies in Southern California, and
three companies in Northern California that manufacture plastic carryout bags.*

%% US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.

% Assumed National rate applies to California.

%" Assumed National rate applies to Los Angeles County.

%2 www.usplastic.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).

%3 www.mrtakeoutbags.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
** www_ecoproducts.com (May 22, 2007).

3 www.Plasticresources.org (May 22, 2007).

% www.Thomasnet.com (May 22, 2007).
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Figure 4 -- Plastic Pellets Used to Make Plastic carryout bags
What Types of Plastic Carryout Bag Are Commonly Used by Supermarkets,
Food Establishments and Retail Stores?

Published studies and reports show that there are two main types of plastic
carryout bags on the market. The first type of bag is HDPE 2 which is thin,
lightweight and found in most grocery stores. The second type of bag is LDPE 4
which is thicker and glossier and found in retail stores. A random survey of major
supermarkets, food establishments, and retail stores countywide, and site visits
to plastic bag manufacturers confirmed this information.

Figure 5 - HDPE 2 Plastic Carryout Bag Figure 6 -- LDPE 4 Plastic Carryout Bag

Table 2 -- Types of Plastic Carryout Bags Used

Albertsons HDPE 2
Food4less HDPE 2
Ralphs HDPE 2
Safeway HDPE 2
Stater Bros. HDPE 2
Vons HDPE 2
Wild Oats HDPE 2
Retait
99 Cent Store HDPE 2
Cvs HDPE 2
Kmart HDPE 2
RiteAid HDPE 2
Target LDPE 4
Walmart HDPE 2
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Do Local Jurisdictions Collect Plastic Carryout Bags at Curbside?

A survey of the 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County revealed that 25 cities
currently allow their residents to recycle their plastic carryout bags at curbside.

Table 3 -- Curbside Collection of Plastic Carryout Bags

Agoura Hills Yes
Alhambra No
Arcadia No
Artesia Yes
Avalon No
Azusa No
Baldwin Park No
Bell Yes
Bell Gardens No
Bellflower No
Beverly Hills Yes
Bradbury No
Burbank No
Calabasas Yes
Carson No
Cerritos No
Commerce No
Claremont No
Compton No
Covina Yes
Cudahy No
Culver City No
Diamond Bar No
Downey No
Duarte No
El Monte No
El Segundo No
Gardena Yes
Glendale No
Glendora Yes
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Hawaiian Gardens

No

Hawthorne No
Hermosa Beach Yes
Hidden Hills No
Huntington Park No
Industry No
| Inglewood No
Irwindale Yes
La Canada
Flintrige Yes
La Habra Heights No
La Mirada No
La Puente No
La Verne No
Lakewood Yes
Lancaster No
Lawndale Yes
Lomita No
| Long Beach No
Los Angeles Yes
Lynwood Yes
Malibu No
Manhattan Beach No
Maywood No
Monrovia Yes
Montebello No
Monterey Park Yes
Norwalk Yes
Palmdale No
Palos Verdes
Estates No
Paramount Unknown
Pasadena No
Pico Rivera No
Pomona No
Rancho Palos
Verdes No
Redondo Beach No
Rolling Hills No
Rolling Hills Yes
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Estates
Rosemead No
San Dimas No
San Fernando No
San Gabriel No
San Marino Yes
Santa Clarita No
Santa Fe Springs_ No
Santa Monica No
Sierra Madre Yes
 Signal Hill Yes
South El Monte Yes
South Gate No
South Pasadena Yes
Temple City No
Torrance No
Vernon No
Walnut No
West Covina No
West Hollywood Yes
Westlake Viliage No
Whittier No
Uninc. County No
TOTAL 25 responded Yes

The collected plastic carryout bags are taken to a recycling or materials recovery
facility (depending on the jurisdiction’s collection system) where they are either
sent for disposal, or in some cases sorted, baled, and sold on the open market.
The facility’s main objective is to maximize diversion of recyclables from the
waste stream, while reducing cost and maximizing revenue from those materials
targeted for recovery. The most commonly recovered materials include plastic
containers, paper, aluminum cans, and cardboard because they are easy to
collect, have an available market, and provide the most revenue without
specialized sorting machinery. Like most plastics, the majority of plastic carryout
bags that are recovered are sold to foreign markets, where anecdotal accounts
reveal that the material is converted to plastic resin for remanufacturing or
incinerated for energy. Policy makers have begun to take notice of this issue for
all commaodities, not just plastics, because commodities managed overseas do
not meet the same level of standards for environmental protection as in the U.S.
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Based on a survey of recycling and materials recovery facilities (and field visits of
selected facilities), it was revealed that over 90 percent of the plastic carryout
bags taken to these facilities are not recycled, but instead taken to landfills for the
following reasons:

]

Plastic carryout bags usually have a high contamination rate due to reuse as
a household trash bin liner or by coming into contact with other contaminants
(e.g., pet waste) when placed in the collection bin. As the contamination rate
increases, the quality of the plastic resin is reduced.

Plastic carryout bags interfere with machinery and have a tendency to jam the
screens used to separate materials.

It is not cost efficient to recycle plastic carryout bags due to lack of suitable
markets. The domestic market for plastic carryout bags are extremely limited,
especially in California, requiring recycling facilities and materials recovery
facilities to truck plastic carryout bags over long distances, making the
recycling of plastic carryout bags economically unfeasible. Foreign markets
have shifted to using local markets due to quality concerns and transportation
costs.

Figure 7 -- Typical Waste Stream Traveling Along a Conveyor Belt
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Do County Departments Use Plastic Carryout Bags?

Based on a survey of County departments, it was revealed that plastic carryout
bags are rarely used (see below).>’

Table 4 -- Use of Plastic Carryout Bags by County Department

Child Support Services No N/A
Coroner No N/A
Community Development Commission No N/A
LACERA No N/A
Community Senior Services Yes Don't know
Superior Court No N/A
Grand Jury No N/A
Chief Information Office No N/A
Public Defender No N/A
Fire Department No N/A
Sheriff Yes 20-30 Ibs
Registrar Recorder/County Clerk No N/A
Treasurer and Tax Collector No N/A
Internal Services No N/A
Assessor, Office of No N/A
LACMA No N/A
Affirmative Action Compliance, Office

of No N/A
Mental Health No N/A
Animal Care and Control No N/A
District Attorney's Office No N/A
Parks and Recreation Yes 36700/month
Regional Planning Dept. No N/A
Public Health No N/A
Health Services No N/A
Alternate Public Defender No N/A

¥ Of the 56 County Departments, only 25 responded to the survey. The Department of
Community Senior Services indicated that they utilize plastic carryout bags to carry food in their
food pantry program once a week.
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CHAPTER 3

LITTER IMPACT OF PLASTIC CARRYOUT BAGS

Litter Impact

The indiscriminate littering of plastic carryout bags is an increasing blight
problem. Although plastic carryout bags are inexpensive and have other useful
qualities, they have a propensity to become litter, thus overshadowing these
benefits. Due to their expansive and lightweight characteristics, wind easily
carries these bags airborne like parachutes. They end up entangled in brush,
tossed around along freeways, and caught on fences. Because it is often white
or brightly colored and difficult to collect, plastic carryout bag litter is a greater
eyesore and nuisance than other littered materials. For this reason, there is an
increasing need to diminish the prevalence of plastic carryout bags to maintain a
clean and healthy environment, positively enhance the County’s recreational and
tourism economy, and improve the quality of life for all residents countywide.

Public agencies collectively spend tens of millions of dollars annually on litter
prevention, cleanup, and enforcement activities. The litter collected is composed
of constituents including plastic carryout bags. Additionally, the cost to local
governments in Los Angeles County is expected to dramatically rise over the
next few years in order to comply with Federal Clean Water Act. For example,
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control
District annually spend $18 million per year on, but not limited to, street
sweeping, catch basin cleanouts, cleanup programs, and litter prevention and
education efforts.

Communities within close proximity to landfills and other solid waste processing
facilities are especially impacted as plastic carryout bags escape from trash
trucks while traveling or emptying their loads. Although trucks and facilities are
required to provide cover and fences, carryout bags manage to escape despite
Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as using roving patrols to pickup
littered bags. Despite litter control devices (e.g., litter fences), local landfills and
solid waste transfer station operators estimate they spend approximately $25,000
and $1,500 per month at each facility, respectively, to send roving patrols to
pickup littered plastic carryout bags. Even with these measures, it is very difficult
to pick up the errant plastic carryout bags. Inevitably the cost for cleanup is
passed on to residents in the form of higher disposal costs. Despite the efforts of
various cleanup activities and thousands of residents who annually volunteer
countless hours in beach, roadside (e.g., Adopt-A-Highway programs), park, and
neighborhood cleanups, plastic carryout bag litter remains a significant problem.
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Plastic carryout bags that make their way into the storm drain system impact the
system’s ability to efficiently channel storm water runoff. The County Department
of Parks and Recreation, confers that plastic carryout bags contribute to litter
within local lakes, and negatively impacts the environment and wildlife.
Furthermore, plastic carryout bag litter inhibits proper landscape maintenance
operations as it becomes entangled in the turf mowing machinery.

While the exact percentage of plastic carryout bags in the total litter stream is not
definitively quantified, below is a summary of several studies conducted on
plastic litter.

Table 5 -- Summary of Litter Studies

Caltrans Litter Management
Pilot Study (1998-2000)

Great Los Angeles River 34
Clean Up (4/30/04)
City of Los Angeles Catch 30 24 25 19

Basin Cleaning (6/10/04)

(Note, plastic carryout bags fisted
separately; not included under All
Plastic Film)

Hamilton Bowi Project-Street 20
Sweeping (2006)
Hamilton Bowl Project-Trash 30
Capture Devices (Feb. 2007)

o Caltrans Litter Management Pilot Study -- The purpose of the study was to
investigate the characteristics of litter in freeway stormwater and the
effectiveness of BMPs. The study was conducted from 1998 through 2000 on
a freeway in the Los Angeles area. Results showed that plastic film, which
includes plastic carryout bags, was 7 percent by mass of the litter collected
and 12 percent by volume. These percentages do not include moldable
plastics, which was a separate category.

o On April 30, 2004, during the Great Los Angeles River Clean Up, organized
by the Friends of Los Angeles River, a waste characterization study was
conducted. Approximately 60 cubic feet of litter was collected and sorted.
Results showed plastic film to be 34 percent of the total litter by volume. This
percentage does not include moldable plastics, which was a separate
category.
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o On June 10, 2004, the City of Los Angeles conducted a waste
characterization study. Litter was cleaned from 30 storm drain catch basins
and characterized for plastic film and plastic carryout bags separately, among
other litter types. The plastic film was found to be 30 percent by weight and
24 percent by volume of the litter. Plastic bags were 25 percent by weight
and 19 percent by volume.

o The Hamilton Bowl Trash Reduction Project -- The purpose of the study was
to investigate the costs and efficiency of three end-of-pipe and one catch
basin structural trash capture systems. The Hamilton Bowl is a 15 acre storm
detention basin containing 15 water outfalls in the City of Long Beach.

The Hamilton Bow! Project characterized trash collected from street sweeping
and trash capture systems. In summer 2006, trash from street sweeping from
various land uses was collected and sorted. The composition was classified
into glass, paper, yard waste, and plastic. Plastic consisted of bags, bottles,
Jugs and Styrofoam. It ranged from 5 percent of the total trash from open
space and commercial land uses to 20 percent from institutional Jand use.

Then in December 2006 and February 2007, trash from the Hamilton Bowl’s
trash capture system was characterized. This trash was sorted and found to
consist of up to 30 percent plastics.

Financial Impact

County of Los Angeles’ Litter Cleanup/Prevention Costs

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, as the lead County
agency responsible for implementing litter reduction and education programs,
implements a variety of programs to reduce the impact of litter on our
communities. This includes litter collection along roadways, channel inverts,
street sweeping, emptying public trash containers, catch basin cleanouts, flood
control channel cleanups, stormwater pollution prevention activities, capital
improvement  projects, implementing best management practices, and
implementing public education and outreach activities. The County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works and the Flood Control District spends
approximately $18 million per year to carryout these responsibilities.

For example, the County sweeps over 81,000 miles of streets on a weekly basis.
Street sweeping is an effective means to collect litter before it enters catch
basins and the storm drain system, thus reducing possible impacts to the
environment.

In addition, in order to maintain the integrity of the County storm drain system
and meet the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
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requirements, the Department of Public Works cleans out litter from its 78,000
catch basins and additional city owned catch basins at least once a year. In
addition, catch basins which receive considerable litter are cleaned up to three
additional times a year. Over 644 tons of litter was removed from County and
city catch basins in the 2005-2006 rain year.

Furthermore, Public Works installs and maintains numerous devices to aillow for
the removal of litter from the storm drain system. They include 1,026 catch basin
inserts and 1,826 curb inlet catch basin retractable screens, 61 “full capture”
hydrodynamic separators, 4 end-of-pipe screens, and 21 in-stream floating
booms or nets. '

End-of-Pipe Net at Hamilton Bowl In-Stream Floating Net

Figures 8 and 9 -- Sample Litter Capture Devices

Caltrans Costs

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for
planning, designing, constructing, and maintaining the State’s highway system.
Caltrans District 7, which consists of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties is the
second largest of the 12 workforce districts. It is responsible for maintaining 915
freeway and highway miles in Los Angeles County alone. In fiscal year 2005-
2006, District 7 collected 50,000 cubic yards of litter and debris at a cost of $12
million, not including the tens of thousands of man hours spent by community
service workers collecting litter along the highways.

Zero Trash TMDL

The quality of storm water and urban runoff is fundamentally important to the
health of the environment and quality of life in Southern California. Polluted storm
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water runoff is a leading cause of water quality impairment in the Los Angeles
Region. Storm water and urban runoff (during dry and wet weather) are often
contaminated with pesticides, fertilizers, animal droppings, trash, food wastes,
automotive byproducts, and many other toxic substances generated by our urban
environment. Water that flows over streets, parking lots, construction sites, and
industrial, commercial, residential, and municipal areas carries these untreated
pollutants through the storm drain networks directly into the receiving waters of
the Region.

A watershed is the land area where water collects and drains onto a lower level
property or drains into a river, ocean or other body of water. There are 8
watersheds in Los Angeles County: The Los Angeles River, Sun Valley, San
Gabriel River, Ballona Creek, North Santa Monica Bay, Dominguez, Santa Clara
River, and Antelope Valley.

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District, the County of Los Angeles, and
cities within the County are required to by their National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit to prevent discharges into its rivers, lakes,
and ocean, including the above watersheds. In addition, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board recently imposed a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for
what can enter these water bodies. Therefore, the County must implement
BMPs to meet these TMDL requirements. The County has for years
implemented and maintained numerous BMPs to prevent littering and to remove
the litter from its right-of-ways and its storm drain system.

Recently, the Regional Water Quality Control Board established a Zero Trash
TMDL for the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek watersheds. These TMDLs
require a 10 percent annual reduction of trash entering the water body until zero
trash is reached by 2014. These TMDLs not only affect the County of Los
Angeles, but also many other agencies. For example, the Ballona Creek Trash
TMDL also applies to Caltrans and the cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, Beverly
Hills, Santa Monica, West Hollywood, and Inglewood. The Los Angeles River
Trash TMDL also affects Caltrans, the City of Los Angeles, and 41 other
municipalities within the Los Angeles River watershed. The estimated annual
operation and maintenance costs to comply with these requirements for the
County of Los Angles and other agencies is expected to exponentially increase in
coming years.

Anti-littering Law
State law requires any person convicted for littering to pay the following fine:
» Between $250 and $1,000 (first conviction)

» Between $500 and $1,500 (second conviction)
» Between $750 and $3,000 (third conviction)
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The court may require a person to perform 8 hours of community service by
picking up litter.%®

However, this law is difficult to enforce because a law enforcement officer must
observe the person in the act of littering. In addition, inadvertent plastic carryout
bag litter (which is a significant source) is extremely difficult to enforce because it
is not possible to identify and fine the person causing the inadvertent litter.

% Section 374.4 of the Penal Code.
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CHAPTER 4

ECOSYSTEM, ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUES

Ecosystem Impacts From Littered Carryout Bags

Plastic Carryout Bags

Although plastic bag litter creates blight, it also has many adverse effects on
marine- and land-based wildlife. Due to the County’s extensive and diverse
watersheds, many of the littered plastic carryout bags find their way into local
beaches, and eventually the ocean.

Several studies have reported that up to 90 percent of marine debris is plastic,
with plastic carryout bags making up a portion of the litter.>® It is estimated that
over 267 species of wildlife have been affected by plastic bag litter, including
birds, whales, turties and many others.*°

Although the impacts of plastic carryout bags on the ecosystem are not precisely
quantified, several anecdotal reports have documented numerous health impacts
on wildlife attributed to plastic carryout bag litter. For example, ingested plastic
carryout bags have impacted marine life in the following unintended ways:

o Clogging the throat, thus choking the animal

o Artificially filling the stomach so that the animal cannot consume food,
depriving them of nutrients

o Infecting them with harmful toxins that can poison the animal

o Entangling the animal, leading to choking, cuts, and even restricting growth*’

Whales and large birds often swallow plastic carryout bags inadvertently during
feeding, which become permanently lodged in the stomach. Turtles swallow
plastic carryout bags, since they resemble their main food source, jellyfish.*?
Similarly, plastic bags can smother plants, restricting growth and destroying the

% www.cawrecycles.org (May 15, 2007), www.plasticdebris.org (May 15, 2007).

40 http://www.mcsuk.org/mcsaction/poliution/litter (May 15, 2007),
http://www.plasticdebris.com/PRDS Brochure DOWNLOAD.pdf (May 15, 2007).

. www.marinedebris.noaa.gov (May 15, 2007),

http://www.plasticdebris.com/PRDS Brochure DOWNLOAD.pdf {(May 15, 2007).

* http://www.seaworld.org/animal-info/Animal-
Bytes/animalia/eumetazoa/coelomates/deuterostomes/chordata/craniata/reptilia/testudines/sea—
turtles.htm (August 1, 2007)
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natural habitats of many different species of marine wildlife.** Recent studies
indicate that plastic carryout bags also contain many different additives such as
PCBs, DDT and nonylphenols and in turn can seep into marine animals that
inadvertently ingest them, which endangers their health.*

Figure 10 —- Seal Entangled in Plastic Bag
(Courtesy of the Whale Rescue Team)

Plastic carryout bags also affect domestic land animals such as cows, goats, and
horses, which occasionally eat plastic carryout bags found on the ground or
entangled in brush.*® Plastic bag litter is found to have similar undesirable health
impacts on these animals *®

The North Pacific Gyre is an area located roughly 1,000 miles from the California
coast line, where several ocean circular currents meet, creating an accumulation
of marine debris, especially plastics. Since plastics do not biodegrade, they are
often accumulated in the Gyre from multiple northern Pacific Rim countries. The
table below summarizes the results from an August 1999 research expedition.

43 www.nos.noaa.gov/education/kits/corals/coral09 _humanthreats.htmi (July 1, 2007)

** A Brief Analysis of Organic Pollutants Absorbed to Pre and Post Production Plastic Particles
from the Los Angeles and San Gabriel River Watersheds, C.J. Moore, G.L Lattin, AF Zellers,
Algalita Marine Research Foundation, Long Beach, CA.

* www.Reusablebags.com (May 15, 2007), www.epa.com/jtr/jtrnet/plastic.htm (May 15, 2007).
“*www plastichageconomics.com (May 15, 2007).
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Plastic film, which includes plastic carryout bags, makes up approximately 29%
of the plastic pieces collected.

Table 6 -- Abundance (pieces/km?) by type and size of
plastic pieces and tar found in the North Pacific gyre

>4 760 1,931 84 36 16,811 5,322 217 350 24,764
4.759- .

2.800 4,502 121 471 4,839 9,631 97 36 19,696
2.799-

1.000 61,187 1,593 12 9,969 40,622 833 72 114,288
0.999-

0.710 55,780 591 0 2,933 26,273 | 278 48 85,903
0.709-

0.500 45,196 567 12 1,460 10,572 | 121 0 57,928
0.499-

0.355 26,888 338 0 845 3,222 | 169 229 31,692
Total 195,484 3,295 531 36,857 | 95642 | 1,714 | 736 334,270

Paper Carryout Bags

Littered paper carryout bags do not have the same impact on the ecosystem as
plastic carryout bags for the following reasons:

o Paper carryout bags are less likely to be littered because they are heavier
and less likely to become airborne, as well as have a higher recycling rate
(e.g., they are universally collected at curbside and have a recycling rate of
21 percent*’); and,

o Paper carryout bags will biodegrade in the marine environment, minimizing
the negative environmental impacts.

Biodegradable Carryout Bags

Although biodegradable carryout bags will only decompose in a commercial
composting facility, no such facilities exist in Los Angeles County. In addition,
reports have shown that biodegradable carryout bags can take over five months
to partially decompose in marine environments; thus, it is assumed that these
biodegradable carryout bags would have similar impacts as regular plastic
carryout bags.*®

7 US EPA 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 4.
® The Biodegradation of Mater-Bi Starch-Based Polymer in Freshwater and Sea Water Project
Report, December 1996, Dr. Nick McClure, Finders University of South Australia.
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Environmental Impacts From Carryout Bags

To comprehensively evaluate the environmental impacts of various carryout
bags, published studies were reviewed and analyzed that investigated air quality
impacts and energy consumption from different phases of the lifecycle.”®
Although we were unable to locate any current U.S. research publication
detailing these impacts, we were able to locate several published studies
conducted overseas.*® Based on our review of these studies, the study Prepared
in 2002 for the Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage®' was the
most comprehensive and comparable report. The report included a computer
model that simulated the life-cycle impacts of various carryout bags. Below is a
summary table detailing the environmental findings from this life cycle analysis.*

Table 7 -- Australia’s Assessment of Alternatives

Reusable (PP
fiber bag) 4.15 0.48 1.96 46.3
Biodegradable
(starch based) 520 6.5 6.61 61.3
Single HDPE 520 3.12 6.08 210
Kraft Paper Bag
(with handles) 520 2215 11.8 721
Boutique LDPE 650 1.77 29.8 957

Based on the information above, reusable bags made of polypropylene have the
least environmental impact due to the reduced number of bags consumed per
year. However, it must be noted that the study may not represent actual
conditions in Los Angeles County. For example, the study assumed the following
information regarding manufacturing/transportation and disposal:

*® Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Notan-ITU, December 2002, page
28.

% Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Nolan-iTU, December 2002; SOCIO
Economic Impact of the Proposed Plastic Bag Regulations by Bentley West Management; and,
Environmental Group Research Report: Proposed Plastic Bag Levy — Extended Impact
Assessment Volume 1: Main Report 2005.

> Plastic Shopping Bags — Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts, prepare by Nolan-iTU.
%2 Australian Department of the Environment and Heritage Plastic Shopping Bags — Anaylsis of
Levies and Environmental Impacts Final Report, prepared by Nolan-ITU, December 2002, page
36.
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Manufacturing/Transportation

o 67% of HDPE plastic carryout bags were imported from South-east Asia

o 66% of LDPE plastic carryout bags were imported from South-east Asia

o 0% of paper carryout bags were imported

o 100% of biodegradable carryout bags were imported from ltaly (but made in
Australia)

o 0% of reusable bags imported

End-of-Life (Disposal) Assumptions

o 78.5%, 2%, 0.5%, and 19% of HDPE plastic carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 80.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 19% of LDPE plastic carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 39.5%, 60%, 0.5%, and 0% of paper carryout bags were landfilled, recycled,
littered, and reused per year

o 80.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 19% of biodegradable carryout bags were landfilled,
recycled, littered, and reused per year

o 99.5%, 0%, 0.5%, and 0% of reusable bags were landfilled, recycled, littered,
and reused per year

Public Health Impact of Carryout Bags

Most plastic carryout bags carry a voluntary warning labe!l which typically states,
“Warning: To Avoid Danger of Suffocation, Keep This Plastic Bag Away From
Babies and Children. Please Do Not Use This Bag in Cribs, Beds, Carriages and
Playpens.”

Despite the above safety warning, according to the United States Consumer
Product Commission, the Commission receives “an average of about 25 reports
a year [nationwide] describing deaths to children who suffocated due to plastic
carryout bags. Almost 90 percent of them were under one year of age. Recent
reports often describe bags originally used for dry cleaning or storage. Some
may have been used to protect bedding and furniture, and others just were not
carefully discarded.”

% hitp://www.cpsc.qov/CPSCPUB/PUBS/5064.html, April 30, 2007.
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CHAPTER 5

TYPE AND COST OF REUSABLE BAGS

Reusable Bag Types

Reusable bags are a viable option for consumers because they are typically
recyclable, lightweight, durable, washable, and can carry three to four times that
of a plastic carryout bag. Reusable bags can be purchased from a number of
locations, including grocery and retail stores, and internet websites such as
www.reusablebags.com and www.earthwise.com.

reusable bags.

Table 8 -- Types of Reusable Bags

Below is list of common

Whole Foods Non-woven
(Gives 5¢ back for $2.99 polypropylene
each reusable bag ) (Plastic #5)

used)
100% recyclable
$1.50 Non-woven
Ralphs -
. (50¢ will be polypropylene
ég;\;]efeiﬁ:;zkbfaor donated to (Plastic #5)
used) 9 environmental
groups) 100% recyclable
Non-woven
polypropylene
Vons 99¢ {Plastic #5)
100% recyclable
Non-woven
polypropylene
Albertsons 99¢ (Plastic #5)
100% recyclable
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Non-woven

polypropylene
Target $1.49 (Plastic #5)

100% recyclable

Recycled
Products.com $5.00 Cotton canvas

Etcetera, Etcetera,

100% recycled
Etcetera $6.00 water/soda botties
600 Denier
$9.99 Polyester
Papernorplastic.com th ¢ backed with Vinyl
(47 free) S
{similar to school
backpacks)
Ecobags.com $10 100% cotton
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Economics of Reusable Bags

Although reusable bags cost between 99¢ and $10 each, the savings to
consumers can be significant since grocers/retailers cost for purchasing single
use carryout bags is no longer passed along to customers (see table below).

Table 9 -- Cost Comparison of Carryout Bags

Plastic Ba 600 (ran es3§etween $18
9 %_ - 5¢)% (in hidden costs)
300
(consumption rate is 10¢ $30
Paper Bag unknown, assumed (ranges between (in hidden costs)
Y2 of plastic carryout 5- 23¢)55
bags due to size)
. 15¢
Biodegradable $90
Bag 600 (rangeiss1 gg;\snéeen (in hidden costs)
1
(assumes avg.
Whole Food consumer will use 3 $2.99 $4.50
Reusable Bag bags/year and will ’ (direct cost)
last 2 years before
replacement)

> www.usplastic.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
% www.mrtakeoutbags.com (May 22, 2007), www.restockit.com (May 22, 2007).
> www.ecoproducts.com (May 22, 2007).
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CHAPTER 6

CASE STUDIES

City/County of San Francisco

In 2005, the City of San Francisco considered imposing a 17¢ fee on non-
biodegradable plastic carryout bags before reaching an agreement with the
California Grocers Association. The agreement called for large supermarket
stores to voluntarily reduce the number of plastic bags consumed by 10 million in
2006. Although the California Grocers Association claimed that supermarket
stores reduced plastic bag consumption by 7.6 million, the City disputed this
figure since it was not verifiable. This disagreement led to a renewed interest in
banning non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags.®’

On March 22, 2007, San Francisco adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags. Effective September 22,
2007, all supermarket stores (generating $2 million or more) must provide their
customers one (or a combination) of the following 3 choices:

o Biodegradable carryout bags — the bags must display the words “green cart
compostable” and “reusable,” and display a solid green line that circles the
bag.

o Paper carryout bags -- the bags must display the words “reusable” and
“recyclable,” cannot contain old-growth fiber, and be made of 40 percent post-
consumer recycled content.

o Reusable bags — the bags must be cloth or plastic (greater than 2.25 mils
thick) bags.>®

In addition, effective March 22, 2008, all pharmacy chains (with more than 5
stores located in San Francisco) must also comply with the above requirement.
Supermarkets or pharmacies failing to comply with the Ordinance may face civil
liabilities of $100, $200, or $500 for the first, second, or third violation,
respectively.®®

According to the Biodegradable Products Institute, San Francisco is promoting
the use of biodegradable carryout bags because it has an advanced residential
and commercial food scrap diversion program.®® However, Biodegradable

%7 San Francisco Chronicle, March 28, 2007, San Francisco First City to Ban Shopping Bags.

%% Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance, San Francisco County Board of Supervisors, March 22,
2007.

% Ibid.

% http://www.bpiworld.org/Files/PressRelease/PRsxdBPP.pdf, May 20, 2007
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carryout bags usage in Los Angeles County is not practicable at this time, due to
the lack of commercial composting facilities necessary to process the
biodegradable carryout bags. The nearest facilities are located in Kern and San
Bernardino Counties.®' Since transporting biodegradable carryout bags to
distant commercial composting facilities involves higher service costs, and adds
to traffic congestion and air pollution, it is less ideal in comparison to other
alternatives that involve local operations.

Additionally, the use of biodegradable carryout bags would not alleviate the litter
problem or potential harm to marine wildlife since they have the same general
characteristics of plastic carryout bags (lightweight, persistent in the marine
environment, etc.). Furthermore, the presence of biodegradable carryout bags in
the recycling stream could potentially jeopardize plastic recycling programs
through contamination and reduce the quality of plastic resins. This
contamination could ultimately result in batches of recyclable plastic materials or
biodegradable carryout bags being landfilled.

City of Oakland

On July 17, 2007, the City of Oakland adopted an ordinance banning the
distribution of non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags. Effective January 17,
2008, all stores (generating $1 million or more), except restaurant and fast food
establishments, must provide their customers one (or a combination) of the
following 3 choices:

o Compostable or biodegradable carryout bags.

o Paper carryout bags - the bags cannot contain old-growth fiber, and be made
of 40 percent post-consumer recycled content.

o Reusable bags — the bags must be (1) cloth or other machine washable
fabric, or (2) made of other durable material suitable for reuse.%?

Stores failing to comply with the Ordinance will be given a written warning. If a
store continues to violate the Ordinance, the owner may face civil liabilities of
$100, $200, or $500 for the first, second, or third violation, respectively, following
the initial warning®®

According to City of Oakland’s Resolution accompanying the Ordinance, Oakland
is banning non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags because:

o Of its negative impacts on the environment and wildlife;

&1 California Integrated Waste Management Board’s Solid Waste Information System (SWIS),
www.ciwmb.ca.qov/ISWIS/Search.asp
z Ordinance Banning Plastic Carry-out Bags, City of Oakland, July 3, 2007.

Ibid.
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o It's consistent with the City’s adopted policy to reduce its reliance on oil; and,

o It's consistent with Assembly Bill 2449 (Levine, 2006 Statutes), which
“‘encouragels] the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and
reduce the consumption of single-use bags.”®

Ali City sponsored events are also prohibited from distributing non-biodegradable
plastic carryout bags effective October 17, 2007.%°

On August 3, 2007, the "Coalition to Support Plastic Bag Recycling" filed a
petition for writ of mandate under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) in Alameda Superior Court. The coalition alleges that Oakland failed to
analyze the ordinance's potential environmental impact as required by CEQA.

Other States and Cities Considering Restrictions

Since San Francisco’s move to ban non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags in
March 2007, and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors request to
investigate the feasibility of banning plastic carryout bags in April 2007, a number
of U.S. cities and states have also begun investigating similar measures.

State
Alaska
New York

Cities

Annapolis, MD

Austin, TX

Bakersfield, CA [Issue placed on hold]
Baltimore, MD

Berkeley, CA

Boston, MA

Fairfax, CA

Maui, HI

New Haven, CT

Oakland, CA [Banned non-biodegradable plastic carryout bags on July 17, 2007}
Portland, OR

Phoenix, AZ

Santa Cruz, CA

Seattle, WA

% Ibid.
% Ibid.
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Eilsewhere

Several countries have restricted the consumption of plastic carryout bags,
through bans, taxes, and/or increased public awareness and recycling. Litter,
conservation of natural resources, and negative impacts on the marine
environment were the primary reasons of this action. Below is a brief description
of several actions.

Ireland

Effective 2002, Ireland imposed a fee of 20 cents (U.S.) on each plastic carryout
bag consumed.®® The primary purpose of the tax, commonly known as PlasTax,
was to shift public behavior towards greater use of reusable bags, and reduce
plastic carryout bag litter which was impacting the Country’s coastline and
tourism industry. The collected monies are used to fund litter, waste
management, and other environmental initiatives.%

The Minister for the Environment determined that a consumer fee would be the
most effective way to change shopping habits and break consumer reliance on
plastic carryout bags. Therefore, a decision was made to impose a fee on
consumers.

Prior to the PlasTax, an estimated 1.2 billion plastic carryout bags were
consumed annually. Within months of its inception, the consumption rate
dropped precipitously — studies found a dramatic reduction from 328 bags used
per person per year to 21 (a 95 percent drop). 68

The use of reusable bags has become widely accepted and consumers now
carry reusable bags when they go grocery shopping. Moreover, even people
who use reusable bags support the PlasTax model because it allows a ‘safety
net’ in case they do not have their reusable bags at the time of purchase.

To further reduce plastic carryout bag consumption, effectlve July 1, 2007,
Ireland increased the PlasTax to 25 (U.S.) cents per bag.®®

% www.environ. iefen/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/News/MainBody,3199,en.htm, May 1,

2007.
&7 www.environ.ie/en/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/PublicationsDocuments/FileDownLoad, 1386 .en.pdf,
May1 2007.
% www.environ. ie/fen/Environment/Waste/PlasticBags/News/MainBody,3199.en.htm, May 1,
2007

http.//www.ireland.com/newspaper/breakinq/2007/0701/breakinq27.htm, July 17, 2007.
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Australia

In 2002, it was estimated that Australians were using approximately
6.9 billion plastic carryout bags each year, of which 50 to 80 million bags ended
up as litter. In October 2002 the Australian government convened a stakeholder
working group consisting of state and local governments, industry, retailers,
recyclers, and environmental groups. This stakeholder group established a
national voluntary goal to reduce plastic carryout bag litter by 75% and reduce
the co%sumption of HDPE type plastic carryout bags by 50% (by December 31,
2005).

Retailers were categorized in two groups

o Group One retailers (major supermarkets)
o Group Two retailers (all others providing plastic carryout bags)

Since then, a number of initiatives have been implemented, including voluntary
at-store recycling of plastic HDPE type carryout bags.

According to a report from the Australia Retailers Association, as of December
31, 2005, Group One retailers spent $50 million on public education efforts over
two years which resulted in a 45% reduction in the issuance of plastic carryout
HDPE bags and a 14 percent in-store recycling rate. The report concluded that
“despite these major achievements, the majority of consumers have yet to alter
their behavior,” and plastic carryout bag “litter remains static over the five year
life . . . at around 2% of the total litter stream.””" This finding is supported by a
subsequent report which found “in Australia, voluntary efforts have seen
significant reductions in plastic bag consumption; however these do not appear
to have had a noticeable impact on litter with levels remaining
approximately the same.”’? (emphasis added)

Regarding Group Two retailers, “identifying target retailers and activities to gain
their attention, and subsequent commitment to act, proved challenging. . .” Thus,
it's estimated that Group Two retailers reduced their consumption by only 23%.”

Currently, the Australian Retailers Association continues to advocate for more
education, and the Australian government continues to examine other options to

" Consuitation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce The

Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 37.

"' http://www.ephc.gov.au/pdi/Plastic Bags/ANRA Report to EPHC Chair 22 May 2006.pdf.

2 Consultation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce The
Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 23.

" Ibid, page 38.
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phase out plastic carryout bags by 2009, including banning them or Ievying a fee
on each plastic carryout bag consumed (similar to Ireland’s PlasTax). % 7% /¢

South Africa

In 2003, the South African government adopted regulations impacting the
manufacture, trade, and commercial distribution of plastic carryout bags in order
to combat the plastic carryout bag litter problem. The problem was so pervasive
that plastic bag litter was commonly referred to as ‘the new national flower.’

Under the new regulations, all plastic carryout bags must now have a minimum
thickness of 24 micrometers (microns). In addition, all monies collected from a 3
cent levy are used to fund cleanup efforts, and promote reuse and recycling.”’

California’s New At-Store Recycling Program

To increase the plastic carryout bag recycling rate (currently less than 5 percent),
in 2006, California passed Assembly Bill 2449 to “encourage the use of reusable
bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of single-use
carryout bags.””® Effective July 1, 2007, all large supermarkets and retail
businesses (of at least 10,000 square feet with a licensed pharmacy) are
required to:

o Establish a plastic carryout bag recycling program at each store;

o Make the recycling bin easily accessible and identifiable to customers;

o Ensure that each plastic carryout bag provided to customers be labeled,
“Please Return To A Participating Store For Recycling;” "

o Make available reusable bags which are made of cloth, fabric or plastic with a
thickness of 2.25 mils or greater. The stores may charge for reusable bags;
and,

o Maintain program records for a minimum of three years and make the records
available to the California Integrated Waste Management Board or the host
jurisdiction.

It is estimated that 7,000 stores statewide are affected.®’ If large supermarkets
or manufactures fail to comply, they may face a fine of $500, $1,000, or $2,000
for the first, second, or third violation, respectively.

I http://www.ephc.gov.au/pdf/Plastic Bags/ANRA Report to EPHC Chair 22 May 2006.pdf.
® " Consultation Regulatory Impact Statement: Investigation of Options to Reduce the
Environmental Impact of Plastic Bags, Environment Protection and Heritage Council, January
2007, page 70.
® The Daily Telegraph - Australia, July 21, 2007, Plastic Bags Ban Rubbished.
& hitp://www.lib.uct.ac.za/govpubs/plasticbags.htm
:: Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.

Ibid.
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Although Assembly Bill 2449 does not establish an at-store recycling rate goal or
a consumption reduction goal, on June 12, 2007, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board adopted emergency regulations establishing reporting
requirements to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.®*

However, of most interest to local governments is Assembly Bill 2449's
preemption clause which prohibits local governments from interfering in the
above at-store recycling program, imposing a plastic carryout bag fee on the
affected stores, or increasing the above reporting requirements.

While it is unclear where the collected plastic carryout bags are taken for
recycling, a few businesses indicated that the bags are taken to their distribution
centers and shipped to various recyclers throughout the country.

Assembly Bill 2449 sunsets on January 1, 2013.%

lkea’s Self-Imposed Fee On Plastic Carryout Bags

On March 15, 2007, to reduce plastic carryout bag consumption, IKEA became
the first major retailer in the United States to voluntarily no longer offer a ‘free’
plastic bag to customers. Instead, customers are given a choice of purchasing a
plastic carryout bag for 5 cents each (all proceeds in the first year would go
towards American Forests to plant trees), or purchasing a ‘big blue’ reusable bag
for 59 cents (down from 99 cents).®® After IKEA introduced a similar program in
the United Kingdom last year, IKEA's plastic carryout bag consumption dropped
95 percent.®*

8 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Staff Report, Agenda ltem 14, June 12, 2007
Board Meeting.

*1 Ibid.

82 Assembly Bill 2449, Chapter 845, Statutes of 2006.

* http://www.ikea.com/ms/en_US/about_ikea/social_environmental/environment.htmi, July 17,
2007.

84 http://www sltrib.com/ci 6384558, July 17, 2007.
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CHAPTER 7

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS

Industry/Grocer Concerns

While many plastic products play a vital and important role in enhancing our
quality of life, recent proposals by local and state governments to ban plastic
carryout bags to reduce litter and increase recycling have concerned the plastic
and grocer industries. Although these industries acknowledge that plastic
carryout bags are a contributor to the litter problem, they believe that plastic
carryout bags are unfairly targeted because the problem is not with the plastic
carryout bags themselves, but with the lack public education regarding recycling
programs. Industries believe that increasing plastic carryout bag recycling
programs at stores and at curbside is the key to reducing litter. Industry also
believes that a lack of litter prevention programs is the main cause of litter around
parks and beaches (e.g., trash cans often don’t have lids or are overfilled,
causing trash to spill on the ground and plastic carryout bags to be blown away).

In addition, grocers fear a plastic carryout bag ban will result in increased paper
bag use, which are heavier, cost more, and ultimately increase the cost to
consumers. A rise in cost may also drive consumers to shop at stores not
affected by the ban. In addition, grocers fear reusable bags would increase
check-out times, thus negatively impacting their business operations. Grocers
are quick to point out that many stores already stock reusable bags for
consumers to purchase, and that large grocery stores are now required to offer
plastic carryout bag recycling stations effective July 1, 2007 as a result of
Assembly Bill 2449 (see Chapter 6) — thus, providing consumers more
opportunities to recycle and curbing plastic carryout bag litter. Industry believes
that with proper public education and promotion, AB 2449 will be successful in
reducing the number of plastic carryout bags littered.

Examples of Alternative Products Advocated by Industry

Crown Poly

Crown Poly, a focal manufacturer, has created a plastic carryout bag with a
reinfTorced strip on the bottom and reinforced hold handles called the Hippo
Sak™.

Because the Hippo Sak™ is slightly larger then the conventional plastic carryout

bag, coupled with the aforementioned qualities, it allows consumers to carry
more items in each bag and is capable of being reused as a trash can liner.
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Although the number of conventional plastic carryout bags consumed may be
reduced if the Hippo Sak™ was widely distributed, the litter and environmental
impacts associated with conventional plastic carryout bags continue to be
applicable to the Hippo Sak™.

DePoly Degradable Solutions

DePoly Degradable Solutions, a company based in England, specializes in
making plastic products biodegradable by introducing an additive into the
manufacture process. The technology, OXO-degradation, is capable of making
plastic carryout bags biodegradable, thus allowing it to breakdown in the natural
environment. Because it takes many months for the biodegradable plastic
carryout bags to partially degrade in the natural environment, it would not reduce
plastic bag litter.

Stripes?Stripes™

Stripes2stripes™ is an emerging company which advocates a system for
recycling plastic carryout bags. Under the company’s system, plastic carryout
bags would have three identifiable diagonal stripes in the lower right-hand corner
imprinted with a 1-800 number; consumers would be given a larger plastic bag to
store their used Stripes2stripes™ bags; and, when the larger plastic bag is full,
consumers would be encouraged to call the 1-800 number or visit the company’s
website for instructions on where to take their bag for recycling.

Upon evaluating the Stripes2stripes™ program, plastic carryout bag litter would
not be reduced since the amount of plastic carryout bags consumed would
remain the same; and, the program may contribute to litter since it introduces a
larger recycling bag into the marketplace instead of encouraging consumers to
store Stripes2stripes™ bags within the same bags.

Consumer and Environmental Groups Perspective

Plastic carryout bags, although convenient, have numerous adverse
environmental impacts, including litter and harming marine wildlife. Consumer
and environmental groups cited many of the same studies used throughout this
report to support their claims.

In addition, these groups also emphasize that local governments should further
promote a “reduce, reuse, and recycle” philosophy that educates consumers and
businesses on the need to reduce overall plastic carryout bag usage through the
use of reusable bags. To discourage the use of plastic carryout bags and curb
litter, consumer and environmental groups support a ban or fee on each plastic
carryout bag consumed.
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List of Contacted Stakeholders

A number of stakeholders were contacted to participate in preparation of this
report. Below is a list of those stakeholders.

Table 10 -- Stakeholder List

1 Bag at a Time

Algalita Marine Research Foundation

Ballona Creek Renaissance

Californians Against Waste

California Coastal Commission

California Grocers Association

Callifornia Integrated Waste Management Board

California Restaurant Association

City of Los Angeles (Public Works/Sanitation Department)

Command Packaging
Crown Poly
DePoly Degradable Solutions

Earth Resource Foundation
Ek & Ek, A Lobbyist and Public Advocacy Firm

Environmental Charter High School/Green Ambassadors

Friends of Ballona Wetlands

Keep California Beautiful
Heal the Bay
Los Angeles Audubon Society

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce

Los Cerritos Wetlands Stewards

Natural Resources Defense Council

Parent Teachers Association Representative

Plastic Recycling Corporation of California

Progressive Bag Alliance

Rose & Kindel/Plastics Association

Santa Monica Baykeepers
Sierra Club, Los Angeles Chapter
Stephen Joseph “Stripes to Stripes”
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CHAPTER 8

FINDINGS AND OPTIONS

Key Findings

(0]

Plastic carryout bags have been found to significantly contribute to
litter and have other negative impacts on marine wildlife and the
environment.

Biodegradable carryout bags are not a practical solution to this issue in
Los Angeles County because there are no local commercial composting
facilities able to process the biodegradable carryout bags at this time.

Reusable bags contribute towards environmental sustainability over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Accelerating the widespread use of reusable bags will diminish plastic
bag litter and redirect environmental preservation efforts and resources
towards “greener” practices.

Alternatives for the Board of Supervisors to Consider

Since plastic carryout bags distributed at supermarkets and other large retail
outlets contribute disproportionately to the litter problem, the County plastic bag
working group recommends reducing the prevalence of these bags as a first
priority. The working group seeks to subsequently investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags at the remaining retail
establishments throughout the County.

Based on the above factors, the following alternatives are presented to the Board
for consideration. Supplementary measures are also provided below to further
strengthen the main alternatives.

(@]

ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets
and Retail Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group
(consisting of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Internal Services
Department, Public Works, and other County departments/agencies as
appropriate) to draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large
supermarkets and retail stores. Al large supermarkets and retail stores
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voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag
consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This exemption would
provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a mechanism (the
consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall consumption.
The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The Ordinance
would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to
work with affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and
promote awareness of the upcoming ban.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags At Large Supermarkets
And Retail Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 35%.

o July 1, 2013, If The Bag Disposal Rate Does Not Decrease By A
Minimum Of 70%.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to
draft an ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and
retail stores. The ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 35%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not
decrease by a minimum of 70%, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by
January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee
(e.g., 10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the
Ordinance. This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores,
while providing a mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness
in reducing overall consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by
the affected store. The Ordinance would aiso define “large supermarkets and
retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with
grocersfindustry to establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference
between total consumption and recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic
carryout bags, and increase the recycling rate of plastic carryout bags (within
the constraints of Assembly Bill 2449).

The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities
containing a majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter
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into a Memorandum of Understanding with the County banning plastic
carryout bags.

o ALTERNATIVE 3 - Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of
Assembly Bill 2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

To complement the alternatives identified above, the working group also
recommends implementing all of the following supplementary measures. Each of
these measures may be implemented in addition to whichever alternative is
selected by the Board:

A.

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County
plastic bag working group, to implement a comprehensive public
education campaign, and create partnerships with large supermarkets,
retail stores, and elementary schools to promote reusable bags over
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board
consideration prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at
all County-owned facilities and County offices.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88

cities in Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and
other funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education
campaign as described in Supplementary Measure A above.

. Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the

County’s Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local
governments from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or
implementing other at-store recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with
funds directed to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter
prevention and cleanup efforts; or implement statewide
benchmarks to reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags; or
implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.
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. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to
reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail
establishments, as well as evaluate paper bag usage throughout the
County.

. Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag
litter.

. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee
to assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including
tracking the reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean
Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual

progress report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the
consumption of plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 1 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets and Retail
Stores One Year After Adoption of Ordinance

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group (consisting
of the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel, Intemal Services Department, Public
Works, and other County departments/agencies as appropriate) to draft an ordinance
banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores. Al large
supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g., 10¢) on
each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance. This
exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a
mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall
consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The
Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Delay implementation of the ban for one year to allow the working group to work with
affected stakeholders, conduct additional outreach efforts and promote awareness of
the upcoming ban.

Supplementary Measures

A.  Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

B. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration
prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.

C. Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags.

D. Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

E. Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments

from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;
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o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to
assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress

report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 - Ban Plastic Carryout Bags at Large Supermarkets and Retail
Stores Effective:

o July 1, 2010, if the bag disposal rate does not decrease by a minimum of
35 percent.

o July 1, 2013, if the bag disposal rate does not decrease by a minimum of
70 percent.

To reduce plastic bag litter, request the County’s plastic bag working group to draft an
ordinance banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores. The
ban would go into effect automatically, effective:

o July 1, 2010 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not decrease by a
minimum of 35 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by January 1, 2010.

o July 1, 2013 if the disposal rate of plastic carryout bags does not decrease by a
minimum of 70 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by January 1, 2013.

All large supermarkets and retail stores voluntarily applying a point of sale fee (e.g.,
10¢) on each plastic carryout bag consumed would be exempt from the Ordinance.
This exemption would provide more flexibility to affected stores, while providing a
mechanism (the consumption fee) with proven effectiveness in reducing overall
consumption. The consumption fee is to be retained by the affected store. The
Ordinance would also define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

To achieve these goals, the working group shall coordinate with grocers/industry to
establish the aforementioned baseline (the difference between total consumption and
recycling), reduce the consumption of plastic carryout bags, and increase the recycling
rate of plastic carryout bags (within the constraints of Assembly Bill 2449).

The County may accelerate the ban on plastic carryout bags if cities containing a
majority of the County’s population adopt an ordinance or enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding with the County banning plastic carryout bags.

Supplementary Measures

A.  Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

B. Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration

prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.
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Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags. ’

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments
from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on piastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to
assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress

report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 — Status Quo

Request the County’s plastic bag working group to monitor the effects of Assembly Bill
2449 and other related actions.

Supplementary Measures

A.

Direct the Department of Public Works, in consultation with the County plastic bag
working group, to implement a comprehensive public education campaign, and
create partnerships with large supermarkets, retail stores, and elementary schools
to promote reusable bags over plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the plastic bag working group to draft a resolution for Board consideration
prohibiting the purchase and use of plastic carryout bags at all County-owned
facilities and County offices.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to actively work with the 88 cities in
Los Angeles County to implement measures which reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags.

Direct the Department of Public Works, to aggressively pursue grants and other
funding opportunities to fund the comprehensive public education campaign as
described in Supplementary Measure A above.

Direct the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works, and the County’s
Legislative Advocates to work with the State legislature to:

o Repeal the provision of Assembly Bill 2449 which prohibits local governments
from imposing a fee on plastic carryout bags or implementing other at-store
recycling measures;

o Implement either a statewide fee on each plastic bag used with funds directed
to local governments on a per-capita basis for litter prevention and cleanup
efforts; or implement statewide benchmarks to reduce the consumption of
plastic carryout bags; or implement a statewide ban on plastic carryout bags.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to investigate measures to reduce
the consumption of plastic carryout bags at other retail establishments, as well as
evaluate paper bag usage throughout the County.

Direct Public Works to work with the State, solid waste industry and other
stakeholders to develop markets and other programs to reduce plastic bag litter.

Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to establish a Subcommittee to

assist in carrying out the functions of the working group, including tracking the
reduction of plastic bag litter to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act.
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I.  Direct the County’s plastic bag working group to provide a semi-annual progress
report to the Board describing progress and efforts to reduce the consumption of
plastic and paper carryout bags in Los Angeles County.
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ALTERNATIVE 4 — The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail
stores, the plastic bag industry, and environmental organizations, will develop a
voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction Program to: promote reusable bags,
increase at-store recycling of plastic bags, promote public awareness of litter
impacts and consumer responsibility, and reduce the consumption of plastic and
paper bags. If the goals of this program are not achieved, the Board will
reevaluate this issue.

To reduce plastic bag litter and promote a change in consumer behavior, request the
County’s working group (in close partnership with large supermarkets, retail stores,
industry, recycling and waste management companies, cities, environmental
organizations, and consumers) to develop a comprehensive Single Use Bag Reduction
Program by July 1, 2008 aimed at reducing disposable single use bag consumption,
encouraging the use of reusable bags, increasing at-store recycling of plastic bags and
promoting public awareness of litter impacts and consumer responsibility Countywide.

Single Use Bag Reduction Program
The Bag Reduction Program should include the following elements:

Large Supermarket and Retail Store Responsibilities

Each large supermarket and retail store will develop and implement store-specific
programs from a menu of options. The list of options would include the following key
components:

1. A plan to train store personnel to promote the purchase/use of reusable bags,
smart bagging techniques to reduce single use bag consumption, and increased
promotion of at-store recycling of plastic bags.

2. Establishing incentives for reducing single use bag consumption, such as reusable
bag credits, a per-bag fee for single use bags, or other incentives.

3. Participation in reusable bag promotions and other educational efforts, including
reusable bag giveaways, consumer education programs, elementary school
programs, and other opportunities for promoting environmental awareness.

4.  Providing in-kind contributions of food and beverages at public events.

Manufacturer and Trade Association Responsibilities

1. Encourage members and other retailers to participate in the Bag Reduction
Program.

2. Provide technical assistance to other retailers on how to set up at-store recycling
programs.
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Participate in media events to promote the Bag Reduction Program.

Work with large supermarkets and retailer stores to provide the County working
group with plastic bag consumption and plastic film recycling data, as required by
Assembly Bill 2449, on a semi-annual basis, following the development of a
reporting framework by the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

County Working Group Responsibilities

The success of the Bag Reduction Program will be the result of efforts made by all
stakeholders, including the County. In order to maximize the effectiveness of the Bag
Reduction Program, the County working group (in close partnership with large
supermarkets, retail stores, industry, recycling and waste management companies,
cities, environmental organizations, and consumers) will:

1.

2.

10.

Facilitate reguiar stakeholder meetings.
Establish participation level goals for the Bag Reduction Program.
Define “large supermarkets and retail stores.”

Create a program to recognize large supermarkets and retailer stores who have
shown a commitment to participating in this Bag Reduction Program.

Purchase reusable bags for large-scale giveaways to promote consumer use of
reusable bags.

Work with County departments and facilities to reduce the consumption of single
use bags.

Work with the 88 Cities in Los Angeles County to create a region-wide coordinated
and consistent anti-litter campaign and expand the Bag Reduction Program
Countywide.

Work with experts to develop and expand the recycling market infrastructure.

Develop public educational materials that promote reusable bags and at-store
recycling.

Develop strategies to reduce the consumption and disposal of all single use bags

and maximize the post-consumer recycled content of all bags provided to the
public.
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11.

12.

13.

Establish the disposal rate measurement methodology used to evaluate the
success of the County goals (as described below), based on reduction in
consumption and increased at-store recycling, while fully protecting confidential
industry information.

Develop quarterly progress reports to the Board regarding implementation of the
Bag Reduction Program.

Six months prior to each milestone date identified in the County goals below,
develop a report in concert with all stakeholders which measures the success of
the Bag Reduction Program, identifies barriers to success, and makes
recommendations for adjustments to the methodology and/or goals, as
appropriate.

County Goals

The Board will reevaluate this issue, and the need for stronger measures, up to and
including a ban, if the following County goals are not achieved:

1.

Reduce the disposal rate of plastic bags by:
a. A minimum of 35 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by July 1, 2010.

b. A minimum of 70 percent, using FY 2007-08 as the baseline, by July 1, 2013.
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ALTERNATIVE 5 - The County, in partnership with large supermarkets and retail
stores, the plastic bag industry, environmental organizations, recyclers and other
key stakeholders will develop a voluntary Single Use Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program to: promote reusable bags, increase at-store recycling of
plastic bags, reduce consumption of single use bags, increase post-consumer
recycled content of paper bags, and promote public awareness of litter impacts
and consumer responsibility. In addition, an ordinance aimed at implementing a
plastic bag ban, to be effective if the County program goals are not met, will be
brought to the Board for adoption.

To reduce plastic bag litter and promote a change in consumer behavior, the County’s
working group (in close partnership with large supermarkets and retail stores, industry,
recycling and waste management companies, cities, environmental organizations, and
consumers) will develop a comprehensive Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program no later than July 1, 2008. The County working group, at a minimum, consists
of all Supervisorial Districts, the Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works,
Internal Services Department and Department of Public Health. The goals of the
program include promoting reusable bags, increasing at-store recycling of plastic bags,
reducing single- use bag consumption, increasing the post-consumer recycled content
of paper bags, and promoting public awareness of litter impacts and consumer
responsibility Countywide.

Single Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program
The Bag Reduction Program shall include the following minimum elements:

Large Supermarket and Retail Store Responsibilities

Each large supermarket and retail store will develop and implement store-specific
programs from a menu of options within each of the following key components:

1. A plan to train store personnel to promote the purchase/use of reusable bags,
smart bagging techniques to reduce single use bag consumption, and increased
promotion of at-store recycling of plastic bags.

2.  Establishing incentives for reducing single use bag consumption, such as reusable
bag credits, a per-bag fee for single use bags, or other incentives.

3. Participation in reusable bag promotions and other educational efforts, including
reusable bag giveaways, consumer education programs, elementary school
programs, in-kind contributions, and other opportunities for promoting
environmental awareness.
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Manufacturer and Trade Association Responsibilities

1. Encourage members and other retailers to participate in the Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program and in promoting the recycling of single-use bags.

2. Provide technical assistance to other retailers and County staff on how to set up
at-store recycling programs so that the coliected materials are marketable.

3. Participate in media events to promote the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

4. Work with large supermarkets and retail stores to provide the County with plastic
bag consumption and at-store recycling data (including end markets for recovered
plastic bags), as required by Assembly Bill 2449, on a semi-annual basis (reporting
dates anticipated to be by April 1 and October 1 each year beginning in 2008),
following the development of a reporting framework by the California Integrated
Waste Management Board.

5. Work with large supermarkets and retail stores to promote the use of at least 40
percent post-consumer recycled content paper bags by January 1, 2009.

County Working Group Responsibilities

The success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program will be the result of efforts
made by all stakeholders, including the County. In order to maximize the effectiveness
of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program, the County working group (in close
partnership with large supermarkets, retail stores, industry, recycling and waste
management companies, cities, environmental organizations, and consumers) will:

1. Facilitate regular stakeholder meetings on at least a quarterly basis.

2. Define “large supermarkets and retail” stores. At a minimum, the definition would
include all stores required to comply with Assembly Bill 2449.

3. Develop the framework for the store-specific programs under “Large Supermarkets
and Retail Store Responsibilities” no later than July 1, 2008. The framework would
establish minimum participation expectations, including participation levels and
minimum program implementation at each store. In order to encourage
participation by individual stores and expand the Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program’s effectiveness, minimum participation expectations would be adjusted
annually.

4. Create a program to recognize large supermarkets and retailer stores who have
shown a commitment to participating in the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

5. Purchase reusable bags for large-scale giveaways to promote consumer use of
reusable bags.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Work with County departments and facilities to phase out the purchase and use of
single use plastic bags, and maximize the recycled content of paper bags, meeting
a minimum 40 percent recycled content.

Develop performance measurements and indicators that reflect the Bag Reduction
and Recycling Program outcomes.

Communicate and collaborate with the 88 Cities in Los Angeles County and local
Council of Governments to create a Countywide coordinated and consistent anti-
litter campaign, and develop a sample resolution for cities to adopt the Bag
Reduction and Recycling Program.

The County, in collaboration with participating cities, would identify “hot spots”
where plastic bag litter is acute, based on existing studies, and establish additional
litter prevention programs (including best management practices and a framework
for measuring litter reduction in these hot spots).

Work with the State and other experts to develop and expand the recycling market
infrastructure.

Develop public educational materials that promote reusable bags and at-store
recycling with a consistent message, and work with County departmental recycling
coordinators to ensure distribution of promotional materials to employees and at
facilities, events, or other appropriate opportunities.

Develop strategies to reduce the consumption and disposal and increase the
recycling of all single use bags and maximize the post-consumer recycled content
of all bags provided to the public in order to help develop markets for recyclable
materials and decrease use of raw materials.

Establish the disposal rate measurement methodology to evaluate the success of
the County goals (as described below). At a minimum, the methodology will
measure the reduction in consumption of plastic bags, increased at-store recycling
of plastic bags, and plastic bags recovered at recycling facilities, on a semi-annual
basis, while fully protecting confidential industry information. The County shall
establish a framework by which the data submitted is confirmed to be accurate and
verifiable on a regular basis.

Develop semi-annual progress reports to the Board regarding implementation of
the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

60 days prior to each milestone date identified in the County Goals below, develop
a report in concert with all stakeholders which measures the success of the Bag
Reduction and Recycling Program, identifies barriers to success, and makes
recommendations for adjustments to the methodology and/or goals, as
appropriate.
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County Goals to Measure the Success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling
Program

The County working group will work collaboratively towards the following goals, which
will serve to measure the success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program.

County Goals

Using total consumption for Fiscal Year 2007-08 as the baseline, reduce the disposal
rate of plastic bags by:

a. A minimum of 35 percent by the end of Fiscal Year 2009-10.
b. A minimum of 70 percent by the end of Fiscal Year 2012-13.
Enforcement

To ensure the success of the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program, County Counsel,
with input from the County working group, will draft an ordinance by April 1, 2009
banning plastic carryout bags at large supermarkets and retail stores, upon completion
of any necessary environmental review in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act. This ban, which would require Board of Supervisors’ prior approval of the
ordinance, could be effective as early as July 1, 2010, if either of the above County
Goals are not met by the prescribed deadlines.

Within the report provided to the Board 60 days prior to each milestone date above, the
County working group shall make a determination, in concert with stakeholders,
regarding the success of the program and implementation of the County Goals. In
making this determination, the County working group will take into consideration “good
faith” efforts by stakeholders to achieve these goals, along with additional measures of
success (such as participation levels in the Bag Reduction and Recycling Program,
successful implementation of store-specific programs, and reduction of litter at identified
hot spots, as appropriate). The County working group may recommend to the Board a
one-year extension to meet the County goal, provided the achieved reduction is within a
five percent margin of the County goal and all components of the Bag Reduction and
Recycling Program have been satisfied.
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